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1 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Project Aim 
The aim of this project report is to evaluate the communication strategies of a specific case study – a 
recycling project in the town of Pekan, on mainland peninsular Malaysia, which is funded by Danida (Danish 
International Development Aid) under the umbrella of its Environmental Cooperation Programme. The 
recycling project is referred to as a ‘community initiative’, i.e. local inhabitants are ostensibly key 
stakeholders and decision-makers in the entire project cycle. Through a theoretical discussion of 
participatory and diffusion-based communications approaches, this case study will be used to highlight 
their comparative strengths and weaknesses, and how the two approaches have differing social 
consequences. Furthermore, we will draw from scholarly descriptions and discussions of Communication 
for Sustainable Development (ComDev), here under Communication for Social Change (CFCS), Social 
Marketing (SM) and last but not least Communication for Behavioural Impact (COMBI), as these theoretical 
approaches and models earmark varying degrees on a continuum, where dialogue inhabits one end and 
monologue the other. 
 
1.2 Research Question 
1. With respect towards the case study, what communication strategies have been used?  
2. How have residents made sense of and adopted recycling, and what contextual factors are at 
play? 
3. Based on empirical results, what are the strengths and weaknesses in terms of communication 
praxis – and lessons learnt? 
 
1.3 The Context: Environment and Development Assistance 
In the past two decades, there has been growing momentum and social movements towards combating 
climate change with high-level political efforts such as the Copenhagen Consensus, Montreal Protocol, the 
Kyoto Protocol, and now the COP15 event.  There is recognition that no nations or states will be left 
unaffected and that the world must band together in concerted effort in order to feasibly address the 
health of our planet and safeguard livelihoods. Quotas on CO2 emissions, particularly at an industrial level, 
have been one part of the overall effort. At the opposite end of the spectrum, communities are also 
beckoned to do their part to decrease their own carbon footprint.   
 
NGOs and aid agencies have no less had a role to play in mobilizing governments, corporations, as well as 
communities to adopt environmentally-friendly practices. This is part of a wider effort to protect the 
environment for future generations to come.  Thus, sustainable development, although inherently 
anthropocentric, includes respect for the environment.  The term sustainable development itself became a 
catch phrase after the publication of a 1987 report by the World Commission on Environment and 
Development (WCED), Our Common Future, which highlighted the need to address development holistically 
by recognizing the interdependence between people and biodiversity, as well as the interconnection with 
natural resources, industry, human settlements, food security, and so forth (Mitchell 2002, p. 72-73). 
According to Gro Harlem Brundtland, the former prime minister of Norway who chaired the WCED at the 
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time of the report, sustainable development “is development that meets needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (ibid., p. 73).  
 
Pollution and other contaminants are not only linked to climate change, but harm local ecosystems and 
pose a serious threat to human health.  Unfortunately, although burgeoning landfills are significant 
contributors to environmental degradation, these effects are often trumped by more sensationalistic 
industrial culprits that make news headlines, leaving many in blissful ignorance of their own contribution to 
pollution and global warming. Besides being breeding grounds for diseases and possible toxic leakages into 
the groundwater, landfills release significant amounts of methane gas, which is twenty times more potent 
than carbon dioxide as a contributor to global warming, and has already tripled just in the past 150 years 
(Oliver, 2007).  
 
The onus must also lie on governments to provide the necessary infrastructure and education to facilitate 
recycling and sorting of waste, while social norms must change in order for individual practices of waste 
management to be adopted. This entails that people have the knowledge to fully understand that even as 
individuals, a little effort can go along way through a cumulative effect. This requires motivation and 
commitment to a shared vision (cf. Mitchell 2002, Figueroa et al. 2002), in order to ensure the health and 
vitality of our collective wellbeing.  A shared vision is a central theme in sustainable development because it 
is believed, according to Peter Senge and others, that it is the mechanism through which true commitment 
and engagement happens (Mitchell 2002, p. 49). It is the same underlying principle that is used to argue for 
a participatory approach when a community is in focus for a development project. According to the World 
Bank, participation is defined as “the process through which stakeholders influence and share control over 
priority setting, policy-making, resource allocation, and access to public goods and services”1.  This 
approach emphasises the pivotal role of communal ownership and empowerment as fundamental for 
motivation and sustained action (see, for example, Figueroa et al. 2002, Obregon and Mosquera 2005, 
Tufte & Mefalopulos 2009, etc).   
 
1.4 Background: Danida’s Environmental Cooperation Programme  
The above frames part of the context in which Denmark has assisted Malaysia in safeguarding the 
environment since 1994. Due to a review in 2002, it was decided that Danish official development aid and 
environmental assistance would be phased out by the end of the decade, because of Malaysia’s successful 
economic development.  In order to consolidate past environmental efforts, Danida initiated an 
Environmental Cooperation Programme in 2003 with the Malaysian government, particularly with the aim 
of delivering technical know-how and capacity-building. As stated on their website2, “The main objective of 
the Danish programme is to strengthen relevant Malaysian ministries in their capacity to take into 
consideration environmental concerns in the national development planning – and thereby support the 
ability to ensure the sustainable development of Malaysia.” The Environmental Cooperation Programme 
                                                          
1http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/TOPICS/EXTSOCIALDEVELOPMENT/EXTPCENG/0,,contentMDK:205076
58~hlPK:1279660~menuPK:1278231~pagePK:148956~piPK:216618~theSitePK:410306,00.html 
2 http://www.ambkualalumpur.um.dk/en/menu/Danida/ 
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includes five specific focus areas: (i) Environmental Planning and Strategy, (ii) Renewable Energy and Energy 
Efficiency, (iii) Solid Waste, (iv) Hazardous Substances and (v) Biodiversity.3 
 
The case study in this project falls under the third focus area, referred to as the Solid Waste Management 
Component (SWMC)4. The Danida-SWMC is headed by Ib Larsen, the former Director General (Environment 
and Utilities) for the Danish Environmental Protection Agency. The aim of SWMC is to assist Malaysia 
through federalisation of waste management, on the one hand, and bottom-up community recycling on the 
other. Therefore, there are two sub-components to the overall SWMC. Our particular focus lies on ‘Sub-
Component 2’, where the main objective is to “institutionalize public participation in solid waste 
management at local authorities (LAs) and at federal level through the establishment of appropriate 
institutions, mechanisms, knowledge and attitudes” (Danida 2009, emphasis added). With this objective, 
the question is how to go about institutionalizing public participation. To that end, Danida established a 
fund specifically for the purposes of pilot testing ‘community initiatives’ at ten LAs, in collaboration with 
the Malaysian Ministry of Housing and Local Government. Through a request for project proposals, the 
ideas for these ‘community initiatives’ stem from the communities themselves.   
 
 
1.5 Introduction to Malaysia 
Malaysia is situated in South East Asia, with borders to Thailand and Singapore. The capital is Kuala Lumpur. 
The population of 25.7 million is 50.4 percent Malay, 11 percent indigenous people, 23.7 percent Chinese, 
7.1 percent Indian and 7.8 percent with other ethnic heritage. Malay is the official language but Chinese, 
Tamil and English are also spoken. 60.4 percent are Muslim, 19.2 percent are Buddhist, 9.1 percent are 
Christian, while 6.3 percent are Hindus and 4.9 percent are of other religious backgrounds. Hence, Malaysia 
is a multi-ethnic and multicultural society (www.um.dk). 
Malaysia gained its independence in 1957 after being a colony under the British Empire. Today Malaysia 
enjoys political stability and is governed by democracy. Even though the government promotes tolerance 
and diversity, as an ethnic group the Malay people receive special rights. For example, there are official 
quotas for university enrollment that are not dependent on scholarly achievement, but are rather allocated 
based on ethnicity – one of the practices that fall under the bumiputra principles.  It is “...widely used in 
Malaysia, embracing ethnic Malays as well as other indigenous ethnic groups. In Malaysia, the bumiputra 
laws are a form of affirmative action meant to provide more opportunity for the majority ethnic Malay 
population versus the historical financial dominance of the Malaysian Chinese population... The 
Constitution defines Malays as being one who ‘professes the religion of Islam, habitually speaks the Malay 
language, conforms to Malay custom’”5. Consequently, this does not include the orang asli, i.e. indigenous 
groups. The Malay ethnic group are also granted favorable conditions by the government in relation to 
business, and these are just a few examples of the positive discrimination which the other ethnic groups 
accept (interview Ib Larsen, 11.11.2009). This is done with the intention to secure political power and 
                                                          
3 http://www.ambkualalumpur.um.dk/en/menu/Danida/Environmentalcooperationprogramme/ 
4 Solid waste refers to waste such as old batteries, unwanted furniture, compostable material, plastic bottles, etc., in 
contrast to other types of waste such as chemical waste. 
5 http://www.knowledgerush.com/kr/encyclopedia/Bumiputra/ 
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ensure that economic power remains in the hands of the Malay people. Even though the different races live 
in harmony, there is a clear separation in society. By default, being of Malay ethnicity necessarily also 
means being Muslim. Therefore, mixed marriages are a rarity because Malays cannot convert. Otherwise 
they lose their Malay identity and the special privileges that come with it. The only way for mixed marriages 
to occur is if the other part converts (discussions with Ib Larsen and Ismailudin). 
In the last decade Malaysia has experienced a high growth rate in its economy, overlooking the Asian 
financial crisis and the recent financial crisis. Economic development has meant changes in people’s 
lifestyles. A growing population and increasing consumption has led to an exponential growth in waste. The 
amount of solid waste produced in peninsular Malaysia increased from 16,200 tons per day in 2001 to 
19,100 tons in 2005, which means that every Malaysian consumes an average of 0.8 kilogram per day6. 
Around 95 to 97 percent of waste collected is disposed of in landfills, and the rest is recycled or dumped 
illegally (ibid.). Here recycling plays an important role in reducing the waste that ends up in landfills. The 
concept of 3R – to reduce, reuse and recycle is something that the Malaysian government wants the 
Malaysian population to be fully acquainted with. The increasing costs of waste collection, as well as the 
environmental and socio-economic considerations, are the big push factors for local authorities to promote 
3R programmes.  
 
 
Figure 1: Hierarchy of Methods in Solid Waste Management (Eco-ideal 2009). 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                          
6 http://www.ees.dk/db/files/solid_waste_management.pdf 
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1.6 Pekan 
Pekan District is a rural area situated on the east coast of peninsular Malaysia with a total population of 
100,000 residents (Eco-ideal 2009).   Approximately 87 percent of the citizens are Malay, 9.9 percent 
indigenous peoples, 1.5 percent Chinese, 0.5 percent Indian and 1.3 percent others. The economy is 
dominated by the agricultural sector, forestry and fisheries sectors, where palm oil and paddy fields are the 
main occupations. The average per capita income of Pekan Town exceeds RM 60007 per year and the 
majority of the Pekan residents are from the low and middle-income groups (ibid.).  
Like the rest of Malaysia, Pekan has also experienced an increase in solid waste as a consequence of 
economic growth and modernization. Also similar to the majority of other districts, most of the solid waste 
in Pekan is still disposed of in landfills. Today, Pekan District Council disposes approximately 7,200 tonnes 
of solid wastes per year. Fitting into the national strategy, Pekan District Council (MDP) has privatized waste 
collection services to  Alam Flora Sdn. Bhd. The solid waste is brought to the landfill at TP Keledang, about 
5km from Pekan Town. The landfill is expected to have capacity until 2025. To expand the lifetime of the 
landfill in Pekan, recycling activities is one of the initiatives introduced among the residents by the local 
authorities (ibid.). 
In recent years, Pekan District Council has organised various activities and programmes to create public 
awareness on recycling. Recycling Days, 3R talks and 3R campaigns at schools in conjunction with Pekan 
District Council’s programmes were some of the initiatives put forth. As a result of their efforts, Pekan won 
the ‘Bandar Bestari’ (i.e. Sustainable City) Award under the National Environmental Award Year 2006/2007 
for the category of Local Authority. The Pekan District Council approved to set up a community 3R centre8. 
The proposal was submitted to the Community Initiatives Programme, established by the Department of 
National Solid Waste Management, Ministry of Housing and Local Government and Danida, for funding. 
The project was funded by the Community Initiatives Programme from August 2007 to December 2008, 
which was extended until end of 2009, with a total budget of RM 200,000 (ibid.). 
The recycling project in Pekan is a community initiative, which has two main objectives, to set up a 3R 
program including a recycling centre and to create an awareness campaign. The aim is to increase public 
participation in the management of solid waste in Majlis Daerah Pekan. The project involves residents from 
3 Tamans, i.e. housing areas in Pekan. The 3R Community Centre in Pekan functions as a facility equipped 
for delivery, sorting, storage, processing and transportation of recyclables. It is based on a buy-back scheme 
where money is offered for some or all of the recyclable materials. It is planned and managed by the local 
community and the local KRT9 organisation. “For this project, the concept of COMMUNITY 3R Centre was 
introduced to empower and engage the local community into the planning and management of the 3R 
Centre within their own neighbourhood. The concept of community 3R Centre is to instill [sic] the 
awareness and attract hands-on participation of the community in the importance of 3R and develop 
ownership towards such 3R centre in order to sustain the 3R centre” (Eco-ideal, 2009). 
                                                          
7 Approximately DKK 9000. 
8 Hence forth we refer to it as the 3R centre 
9 Malay term for a local community residence association 
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Children playing in Taman Permata, Pekan.        © Gyrup & Sørensen 
 
1.7 Delimitation 
It is important to emphasise here that this is a communications research project with the aim of evaluating 
existing communications processes, through established academic practice.  To achieve an in-depth 
analysis, it is necessary to limit ourselves to data and research results that would be most relevant to our 
inquiry. We thereby have to forego a variety of interesting and meaningful aspects concerning recycling, 
although this could produce useful knowledge for the various stakeholders involved. Because of the fact 
that we emphasise an approach at a local level with a specific focus on Danida’s aim of inclusion and 
participation of local actors in the project, our research will not include investigations and quantitative 
analysis of the concrete environmental outcomes. Likewise, we will not evaluate whether this 
communication strategy attains improvements in relation to pollution, but we will analyse the ‘community 
initiative’ through local participation, and in this way try to evaluate the long-term sustainability of the 
project. Therefore, deeper investigations of organizational communication such as the internal/external 
communication of Danida or the Malaysian government, are eschewed. Furthermore, although given the 
possibility to evaluate all ten ‘community initiatives’, it is beyond the scope and means of our research 
project. 
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2. Method 
2.1 Qualitative Approach 
Because of the fact that we aim to understand the lifeworlds of inhabitants, as well as the 
communication processes involved in the recycling project, we primarily use an abductive and 
qualitative approach through fieldwork and a review of the literature. By using interviews and 
participant observation, we further seek to investigate to which extent decision-making has 
been participatory and dialogue-based, or a vertical process. We will also use a smaller amount 
of secondary quantitative data. Although we will do a perfunctory analysis of the campaign 
deployed in Pekan to elicit involvement with recycling, our primary interest is to hone in on the 
‘behind-the-scenes’ communication that led to the development of such a strategy in the first 
place. We must discuss the effectiveness of the campaign’s focus on change in attitude and 
behaviours to some extent, in order to discuss why process is important in the first place. In 
short, we are evaluating the process more so than the outcomes. However, as Nancy Morris 
(2003) points out, evaluating process is “complex, in part because of the lack of accepted 
definitions of community empowerment, or participation” (p. 232). Central to our inquiry, 
therefore, is how residents in Pekan view their own involvement with issues of waste 
management and recycling, and how they think that it is best solved. 
 
2.2 Criteria for selection of case study 
Majlis Daerah Pekan10 is the only one out of the ten ‘community initiatives’, in which the project 
description outlined a specific communication strategy, Communication for Behavioural Impact 
(COMBI), that is integrated into their community project. One of our criteria for choosing a 
project was that the setting was rural. An underlying rationale for this is the empirical feasibility 
of doing an evaluation with our limited resources and time.  In a town with a limited number of 
inhabitants, it is considerably easier to get access to the target group in comparison to a 
cosmopolitan city. In a smaller community, people usually know each other quite well, and this 
could expedite the process of getting to know people.  Furthermore, it is often the case that 
rural areas are left behind when it comes to development. Given our epistemological focus on 
communication for development, and the fact that Pekan is in a rural setting, only reinforces our 
selection of Pekan.  
 
2.3 Literature 
In a review of the literature, we have searched academic journals for various material that focus 
on Communication for Development (ComDev), dialogue, the participatory approach (PA), 
                                                          
10 Majlis Daerah is Malay for ‘council district’. 
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COMBI, Social Marketing (SM) Communication for Social Change (CFSC), and diffusion. The 
literature is the basis for a more critical discussion of empirical findings and is a key element in 
forming lessons learnt and best practices, both in our own work as researchers and to develop 
suggestions for the project at hand. Thus, the critical tradition supplements our inquiry by 
adding analytical depth, particularly in our discussions of culture and worldviews that are 
ideological in nature, as well as our own role. COMBI and CFSC provide practical tools for 
implementing the overarching communication theories in practice. While we hone in on COMBI 
because it is the strategy used in our case study – which also incorporates elements of SM and 
PA, we compare this approach with CFSC and also use the latter as a toolbox in our own 
evaluation. 
 
2.4 Fieldwork 
From the beginning our comprehension is that we are unable to imagine the general conceptual 
universe of our target groups. Hence, our methodology in the field is informed by the 
phenomenological tradition, in which direct experience holds the key to this conceptual 
universe. This tradition includes thinkers such as Martin Buber and Carl Rogers, where 
“communication is theorized as dialogue or experience of otherness” (Craig 2007, p. 79). Like 
Paolo Freire, Martin Buber, and other philosophers, we are attempting to be as holistic as 
possible, where holism is “synergistic, the emphasis is not just on comprehensiveness but also 
on the ways the whole is greater than the sum of its parts” (Stewart et al. 2004, p. 23). We have 
attempt to take the whole context into consideration, hence, we are not analysing different 
parts or actors as fragmented or disjointed parts of a whole, but view them as interrelated and 
as synergistic forces. This also corresponds to the cybernetic tradition in communications, where 
“A great practical lesson of cybernetics is that the whole is greater than the sum of the parts, so 
it is important for us as communicators to transcend our individual perspectives, to look at the 
communication process from a broader, systemic viewpoint, and not to hold individuals 
responsible for systemic outcomes that no individual can control” (Craig 2007, p. 82). When 
analysing one stakeholder in the project, we take into account which factors may have an 
influence on this specific stakeholder.  
In part, our approach is prescriptive in that ethical considerations have a central role “whereas 
descriptive ones focus more on epistemological issues than on axiological ones” (Stewart et al. 
2004, p. 22). Therefore, we have endeavoured to engage in dialogue with the people whose 
experiences we seek access to and to be inclusive of all the social layers. However, as 
researchers doing interviews, we ostensibly occupy a hierarchical position, where our role can 
be viewed as extractive at best or exploitative at worst. As Steinar Kvale asserts, “ In contrast to 
the mutuality of dialogue, in an interview, one part seeks understanding and the other part 
serves as a means for the interviewer’s knowledge interest. The term interview dialogue is 
therefore a misnomer” (p. 483, emphasis in original). Craig (2007) also points out how one’s 
own agenda is a barrier when accessing the ‘other’: “Among paradoxes of communication that 
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phenomenology brings to light is that conscious goal-seeking, however benevolent one’s 
intentions may be, annihilates dialogue by interposing one’s own goals and strategies as a 
barrier against one’s direct experience of self and other” (p. 79). Recognizing that this is an 
obstacle that we cannot overcome, we have attempted to mitigate against such a barrier by 
viewing our own role as explorative, where our ‘participants’ are likewise able to explore our 
lives . After all, we were not only in Pekan as researchers. We also entered a didactic 
relationship with the local inhabitants, where we are pupils. 
Furthermore, we also realize that our own presence can exert a considerable influence on 
stakeholders, possibly changing the context for them as well. According to a social 
constructivist’s account, our very presence, and the way we engage with our environment 
shapes and changes the meaning-making and trajectories of the lifeworlds we enter. Because 
inhabitants may perceive us as being associated with Danida, this may influence how they will 
act and respond to us (cf. Kristiansen, 1999).   Indeed, our presence in the community was very 
obvious, because of the fact that we were in a small community, where everybody knows 
everybody.  
We lived in Taman Permata, a residential area in Pekan for 6 days. This is where the 3R centre is 
located. Originally the plan was to live with a family, but due to personal circumstances of the 
family, we lived alone in the house. Nonetheless, we participated in the daily life of the 
community, playing cards with the men at the KRT centre, taking part in the work at the 3R 
centre, visiting residents, went to dinner and took part in the daily life of Ismailuddin’s family11.  
 
2.4.1 Interviews 
Our target-group falls into two categories.  One the one hand, there were fact-finding interviews 
with decision-makers and external experts, and on the other hand, there were the more 
personal and phenomenological interviews with residents in Pekan. The phenomenological 
tradition underlines that authentic communication or dialogue is based on the direct experience 
and unmediated contact with others: ”Communicative understanding begins in prereflexive 
experience arising from our bodily existence in a shared lifeworld” (Craig, 1999: 79).  Likewise 
Holstein and Gubrium (2003) have expressed: “The objective is not to dictate interpretation, but 
to provide an environment conducive to the production of the range and complexity of 
meanings that address relevant issues, and not be confined by predetermined agendas” (p. 75).  
Therefore when reflecting upon our role as researchers, we are aware of the fact that we come 
with our own way of understanding and naming the world.  
Our interviews included both ‘accounts about action’ and ‘accounts in action’. Unlike participant 
observation, wherein participants set the agenda and the contextual boundaries, it is as 
                                                          
11 Ismail took us under his wings and was our guide throughout our time in Pekan. 
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researchers and moderators that we set the ‘context of enactments’ during interviews. As 
Holstein and Gubrium (2003) point out, “interviews fundamentally, not incidentally, shape the 
form and content of what is said” (p. 68) and therefore, both interviewer and interviewee are 
active participants in the social construction of knowledge.  
 
2.4.1.1 Fact-finding interviews. 
We carried out expert interviews with staff from Danida and Uras12, both to hear their views of 
Malaysia and Pekan as a society - its culture, history and the present socio-political situation. We 
were particularly interested in getting a greater picture of Danida’s involvement in Malaysia and 
the ‘community initiatives’. These interviews were semi-structured and provided the basis for us 
to elaborate questions to be used in later interviews. Interviews with the Local Authority (LA) 
informed us on the communication processes involved along the decision-making chain. They 
also gave us an idea of the dominant perception of ‘effective’ communication. These interviews 
gave insight to the process of designing, implementing, monitoring and evaluating the project, 
and how and which stakeholders were included. All fact-finding interviews were tape recorded, 
not only for record-keeping, but also because it signified formality and professionalism which 
was befitting in the context. 
 
Post-interview with the District Officer. Clockwise: Chen (consultant from Uras), Mdm. Cheam (Assistant 
Environment Health Inspector for Pekan District Council, and Mr. Yang Berhormat Dato´Haji Abdul Basik 
bin Mohd Sah (Pekan District Officer) and Sine Gyrup. © Gyrup & Sørensen 
                                                          
12 Private consultancy, which collaborated with Danida in providing technical expertise to the ‘community 
initiatives’. 
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2.4.1.2 Interviews with residents 
While the majority of our interviews were arranged in advance, some interviews were 
spontaneous as we seized the opportunities that came our way. We attempted to get a broad 
cross-section i.e. maximum variation, in order to have a fairly representative sample of residents 
in the local community. Because of our phenomenological and holistic approach, we not only 
analyzed the contents of what was made explicit during interviews, but also the implicit. 
Demographics of the individual were noted, as were underlying power dynamics, wider cultural 
and socio-economic aspects, in order to get a fuller picture of their ‘lifeworlds’. Dialogue, as 
stated earlier, has been pivotal in our approach, to the extent that we have a sincere and open-
minded wish to understand the other and thereby create communication subject to subject, 
Buber’s I-Thou relation (Stewart 2004, p.27-28).  
We spoke with various stakeholders, the president of the local district office, school children, 
the residents in the targeted residential areas, fishermen, women, men, old and young, the 
different ethnic groups including Malays, the Chinese, Indians, and indigenous peoples, those 
from the middleclass, and low income families, etc., in order to get a multi-vocal perspective on 
the recycling project. 
As James P. Spradley (1979) makes clear in The Ethnographic Interview, it is likely that 
informants will feel apprehension at first. Because we at first endeavoured to tape-record all our 
interviews, we naturally had to ask for consent.  Although the majority said yes, it was evident 
that the tape recorder made some informants feel uncomfortable, as if it was an interrogation 
lamp that shone directly at them. Therefore, we eventually stopped using the tape recorder and 
took field notes instead and wrote field diary. Another small but important detail was to bring 
gifts to key informants, and in that way to show both respect and gratitude for their 
contribution. 
Although we initially endeavoured to do individual interviews, this was nearly impossible for two 
reasons. For one, others would naturally join in, perhaps because of curiosity. When directing a 
question to one particular person, another would sometimes answer for them – an issue that 
will be discussed again later. Secondly, our translators also lived in the town and would often 
also answer without getting the answer from our intended ‘informant’, also an issue we will 
return to. Nonetheless, it was evident that those that we interviewed felt more comfortable in 
groups, and sometimes they had a hard time remembering the process and initiatives in the 
project, and in this way they helped each other to remember. It also prompted discussion 
amongst them of how and why things panned out as they did during the project cycle. 
We also wanted to get an idea of the general awareness of recycling in the general public 
outside of the three targeted Tamans. In a school class we did group interviews, where the 
children formed discussion groups and one would answer on behalf of the group on a rotating 
basis. This was done to make the children feel more secure. The students got to reflect and hear 
others’ viewpoints, but at the same time it was clear in some cases that they influenced each 
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other’s answers. Furthermore we carried out a group interview with the teachers to gain a 
better understanding of how recycling has been part of educational curricula. 
Another example of our different interview techniques comes from a spontaneous interview 
with local fishermen in another village in the district of Pekan. Because none of them spoke 
English, they were collectively asked yes or no questions and could indicate their agreement by 
raising their hands. This can seem as a quite simple method, and although it does not go into 
depth, it gave us a general impression on the level of awareness on waste and recycling amongst 
them. 
 
2.4.2 Participant observation 
With the observations we want to experience how the participants act in a specific context, 
particularly if there are some contradictions in what is said and what is done. Even though there 
have been a lot of activities related to recycling, are new behaviours adopted and normalized in 
the everyday life of the participants? We must also ask ourselves to which extent our presence 
influences the participants’ actions. As described by Søren Kristiansen and Hanne Kathrine 
Krogstrup (1999), our aim is to intercept the meanings and attitudes the participants make use 
of. The fact that we are foreigners enables us to be extremely aware of differences. As Bakhtin 
(in Baxter, 2006) points out, “The very capacity to have consciousness is based on otherness” (p. 
104). A central dimension of our observations is to be experience the ‘other’ in his or her 
environment, while minimizing our own influence. We entered a private sphere when being in 
people’s homes, in which we had to exercise a balance of maintaining enough distance to be 
able to assess what was going on while also wanting to engage ourselves (Kristiansen 1999, p. 
101). Like Spradley describes (1979), in the field one moves along a continuum of apprehension, 
exploration, cooperation and finally full participation as trust is slowly gained.  
 
2.4.3 Surveys 
Surveys were done on an ad-hoc basis because of the fact that we quickly realized that the fact 
that our translators were all from Pekan, they could have a considerable influence on how 
participants responded in interviews. Therefore we talked to residents in Taman Permata, 
Taman Sri Pekan Baru and Taman Ketapang Mawar (the three Tamans included in the 
‘community initiative’) and did a mixture of interviewing those who could speak English - based 
on the survey questions, while those that could not were given the survey to fill out. The survey 
was developed in collaboration with three 3R members was written in Malay.   
 
 19
2.5 Evaluation of working in the field 
When we were in Pekan, it became apparent to us that Ismail, the treasurer of the local KRT and 
secretary for the 3R centre, was a gatekeeper that allowed us access to numerous interviews 
and experiences. This exercises a significant influence on which people we got to interview. All 
of our pre-arranged interviews were done through him, which creates a limitation in our data 
collection. This we attempted to overcome with the surveys.  
Another limitation is the use of translators. Because many interviews were done in groups, the 
translator could not always translate at the speed the conversations were going. Furthermore, 
because the only translators we could get also lived in Pekan, they all knew the informants 
which also confounds the data. We also encountered problems with the willingness of the 
translators to talk to certain people and we were unable to push since the translators did this for 
us pro bono. As mentioned earlier, we also got the impression that when the participants had 
some doubts about questions, sometimes the translator came up with their own answer.  
The majority of the participants are Muslims, which meant that to gain trust we needed to dress 
respectfully. Our gender is also of importance, and we experienced it as an advantage when we 
wanted to get in contact with other females. We have not experienced that our gender limited 
our conversations with men.  
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3. Theories in Development Communication 
3.1 An overview 
In the following we will give an introduction to the field of development communication and its 
various offshoots, and discuss the two dominant directions. According to Silvio Waisbord (2001), 
this dichotomy is based on a fundamental difference in views on where the ‘problem’ of 
underdevelopment lies: “While one position has argued that the problem was largely due to lack 
of information among populations, the other one suggested that power inequality was the 
underlying problem” (p. 2). Diffusion is the umbrella term for the former position, while critique 
of vertical processes led to the participatory approach in the latter position. During the past 50 
years, these positions led to the emergence of many different approaches that co-exist, while 
some contest and others supplement each other. Although the aim, superficially, may be the 
same, the tactics and means deployed to reach the aim are quite different. Due to this and 
various cross-disciplinary contributions, there is a lack of conceptual clarity especially because 
different terminology is used that essentially refer to the same concepts.  
The emphasis on bottom-up, grassroots-led development has become a growing trend in the 
development industry and is seen as a move away from top-down, hierarchical processes in 
which development has been ‘imposed’ rather than coming from ‘within’. Similarly in the 
communications field, the last couple of decades have witnessed a growing momentum for 
practitioners and scholars alike to emphasise participatory and dialogical approaches towards 
development communication, rather than only one-way diffusion communication, most often 
exemplified by Laswell’s transmission model (cf. Tufte & Mefalopulos 2009; Waisbord 2001).  
The hitherto dominant position of diffusion occupies one end of a continuum, while dialogue 
can be viewed as inhabiting the other. Based on these overarching ‘modes’, many approaches 
have emerged where, for example, Communication for Social Change (CFSC) and 
Communication for Behavioural Impact (COMBI) inhabit varying degrees along this continuum.  
While the former has primarily taken roots in the ‘dialogue and participatory camp’, COMBI is of 
an older generation where dissemination of knowledge is the principle means to create change 
and is therefore diffusion based while still incorporating participatory elements such as 
‘community mobilization’. COMBI furthermore draws from Social Marketing (SM), “which 
imported theories of consumer behaviour into the development communication” (Waisbord 
2001, p. 6). An overarching difference in the diffusion/dialogue dichotomy is that the former is 
based on one-way monologic communication – usually through mass media, that targets the 
individual to engage with some form of change, while the latter is more concerned with creating 
necessary changes in social conditions through interpersonal communication. While the reach is 
broadest with diffusion approaches, there may be a trade-off between quantity versus quality, 
since dialogic and participatory approaches (PA) focus on inclusion of marginal voices and 
creates a more intimate foundation for creating social change.  
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3.2 Diffusion 
In the 1950s, the theoretical and empirical traditions of development communication took its 
departure in the aftermath of WWII and the Marshall Plan. Harold Lasswell developed one of 
the first models of communication in 1948. His influential model outlined a linear understanding 
of the communication process, sender-media-receiver, in which information was capable of 
producing behavioural change (Tufte & Mefalopulos 2009, p. 1). This view is in line with the 
modernization paradigm, which viewed the transfer of information as the most important 
catalyst to launch developing countries into the global market and lift ‘backwards’ and 
traditional societies into the modern world, where Western developed nations stood as the 
ideal to be met (Waisbord 2001).  
In the 1960s Everett Rogers, a proponent of the modernization paradigm, developed the 
‘diffusion of innovations’ theory. As lack of information was considered the main obstacle for 
development, it was also viewed as the cause. For Rogers the central aim of development 
communication was to develop a message that would effectively persuade individuals to change 
their attitudes and subsequently their behaviour around a given issue. He identified five stages 
to pass through in the adoption process: Awareness, knowledge and interest, decision, trial and 
adoption/rejection (ibid.) His model reflects a psychological focus on individuals. Furthermore, 
Rogers segmented the target population in terms of the time it would take for individuals to 
subscribe to an agenda of change: “Rogers proposed that early adopters act as models to 
emulate and generate a climate of acceptance and an appetite for change, and those who are 
slow to adopt are laggards. This latter category was assumed to describe the vast majority of the 
population in the Third World” (ibid., p. 4). In the mid-1970s, Rogers and other diffusion 
theorists acknowledged, through critiques that emphasized the importance of interpersonal 
communication and the role of socio-cultural contexts, that the trickle-down process on the 
basis of information dissemination was not enough to change social norms and values.  
Revision of the original ‘diffusion of innovations’ theory also lead to ‘opinion leader theory’ 
because an underlying assumption in the opinion-making process is that social networks and 
opinion leaders are crucial factors that influence whether an individual adopts new behaviours 
(Morris 2007, p. 231). Thus, the ‘agent of change’ became a pivotal aspect that influenced the 
relationship between sender and receiver and therefore the outcome (Sepstrup 2006, pp. 98-
99), while informal networks of family and friends also influence the individual. It is not only the 
social systems, which influence the adoption process, but also time, innovation, and 
communication channels. Innovation is defined as the creation of subjective experience of 
newness for the receiver. Here the degree of information is essential for the outcome of 
acceptance or rejection. Five dimensions of innovation are of importance in this concern. These 
are: (1) The experienced advantages of the innovation, (2) proximity to existing values, 
experiences and needs, (3) complexity of understanding the innovation, (4) ability to test the 
innovation, (5) how observable the results of the innovation are.  They all influence how 
receivers make up their mind about an innovation (Sepstrup. 2006, pp. 95-96). The relationship 
between the sender and receiver is of importance are vital components to the communication 
 22
channels, while media is the intermediary. Mass media’s advantage is the ability to spread 
knowledge rapidly to a great amount of people. Interpersonal communication advantages are 
also being used when wanting to change norms and values (Sepstrup 2006). In addition, 
diffusion approaches attempt to overcome obstacles to individual behavioural change that are 
due to uncertainty. Because novelty (i.e. innovations) may cause uncertainty by the receiver, 
which can be a barrier to adopting behavioural change, the diffusion process attempts to 
minimize this uncertainty by delivering appropriate knowledge. This is described as knowledge-
opinion-praxis (Morris 2007, p. 226). Because of the fact that information is seen as the kick-
start, mass media is often seen as the ideal means to influence a given population.13  
The modernization paradigm’s emphasis on information transfer also meant the eradication of 
conflicting knowledge that did not fit the positivistic rationalism of the West. Hence, culture, 
especially indigenous culture, was considered as a barrier to modernization, since it prevented 
the adoption of new social norms that would lead to enhanced development (Waisbord 2001). 
Culture was therefore seen as disabling in initial development initiatives that honed in on 
health. However, as Waisbord (2001) points out, “Health education was initially dominated by 
conventional educational approaches that, like modernization/diffusion models, were 
influenced by individual behaviourist models that emphasized knowledge transmission and 
acquisition as well as changes in knowledge, attitudes and beliefs. Later, theories and strategies 
that stressed the importance of social and environmental changes gained relevance” (p. 13). 
With the push for recognizing diversity and respecting self-determination, came the call to 
develop approaches that were more sensitive to culture, e.g. Dutta’s (2007) cultural sensitivity 
approach in health communication. While the instrumental use of information dissemination 
remains the same, today’s more culture-sensitive communicators have a heightened awareness 
of cultural factors that must be accounted for in developing the content of the ‘messages’. In 
the cultural sensitivity approach, “Culture is conceptualized as a collection of shared values, 
beliefs, and practices that are contained within the clearly defined community” (ibid. p.307), 
which has the effect of rendering culture as static. Furthermore, this approach does nothing to 
include ‘beneficiaries’ in decision-making processes although it ostensibly incorporates the 
views of recipients. Nonetheless, the goal of diffusion in the context of development 
communication is, through mediated communication, to change traditional attitudes and 
implement modern values. Thus, diffusion in itself is only the means to an end. 
 
                                                          
13 This discourse, that communication as a means becomes clear when expressed in the project 
description of the community initiative in Pekan that communication campaigns are initiated to create 
awareness, which indicate an indirect understanding that changes will come about with more 
information. 
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3.3 Social Marketing  
In the 1970s and 1980s, social marketing (SM) gained success especially in the United Stated and 
has been an influential strategy in health communication. It views the target-group as 
consumers that must be persuaded through effective communication and incentives (Waisbord 
2001). SM dates back to the advertising and marketing field from the 1960s, where the agenda 
of social responsibility was emerging. As such, SM draws upon marketing and advertising 
strategies but does so in a socially conscious manner. As Waisbord (2001) states, “It was a 
reaction of marketing as both discipline and industry to be sensitive to social issues and to strive 
towards the social good. But it was also a way for marketing to provide intervention tools to 
organize whose business was the promotion of social change” (p. 7). While it is also based on 
the same premises as diffusion and behaviour change models, it actually does not derive from 
the modernization paradigm, nor from theories of communication. It was imported into 
development communication as a discipline from the marketing field (ibid.). SM is rooted in the 
socio-psychological tradition, particularly behavioural psychology because the strategy focuses 
on individual attitudes and behaviour, particularly motivation through a system of incentives 
and rewards (Craig 2007). 
The main objective of SM is, through standard techniques in commercial marketing such as 
analysis of consumer behaviour, to promote behavioural change (Kotler 1987). This responds to 
the growing awareness that socio-cultural factors must be taken into account. Communication is 
therefore considered as a persuasion and a top-down approach. The SM strategy is based upon 
the interrelationship between benefits and costs. Hence the individual considers if it is 
worthwhile to behave in a specific way (ibid.). In marketing, there are ‘continuing transactions’ 
or a ‘fixed transaction’. The continuing transaction includes a behaviour change that must be 
maintained through time to receive the benefits, which is the case for the recycling project. The 
COMBI model used in Pekan seeks to achieve a permanent behavioural change, where people 
continue to actively take part in recycling. This is in contrast to the fixed transaction, which is 
based on a one-time exchange. Thus, these two transactions have different objectives, where 
the continuing transaction requires a greater sustained effort and investment of the individual, 
which also makes this goal harder to reach.  
Another important aspect of SM is the perceived advantages and disadvantages; thus, when one 
wants to create a behavioural change, the benefits must outweigh the costs. Furthermore, 
Bagozzi has developed a model, which takes other conditions into account (Kotler 1987). 
Besides, costs and benefits, the given context that influences the target group is also 
considered. It could be family, existing norms, expertise, self-esteem, gender, race, social class, 
religion, intelligence, alternative sources, etc. Such contextual factors influence when an 
individual makes a choice of action. For that reason this model outlines the importance of the 
networks people participate in and the influence made by the opinion leaders, which is similar 
to more contemporary diffusion models. Based on this line of thought, SM is a receiver-centred 
approach, where it is essential to know the composition of the target group.  
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A salient critique of SM is the use of persuasion, which runs the risk of being perceived as covert 
manipulation. This is a critique that external donors and non-profit organizations have faced 
when they have attempted to push an agenda that has not included the local community in the 
process of identifying or solving the problem in a way that makes sense to them (Waisbord 
2001). The consequences for such an approach are that the participants do not engage in the 
project or develop a sense of ownership, which in the end compromises the sustainability of the 
project. Responding to such a critique, SM proponents argue that consumers’ views are 
incorporated through segmentation and consumer analysis, for example through focus groups. 
In this way, proponents argue that cultural norms are accounted for. Hence the strength of SM 
is the production of knowledge about the attitudes and thoughts of the consumer. Nonetheless, 
consumers are not active participants in the decision-making process. 
 
3.4 Participatory Approach 
“Power reflects the ways in which access to social structures creates positions of 
domination and subordination.  It essentially captures the ways in which those with 
access determine the outcomes of those without access, thus circulating the 
economic logic of the system and sustaining it. Ideology encompasses the taken-for-
granted assumptions that are essential to the propagation of the dominant logic.  
These taken-for-granted assumptions ensure that the status quo stays in place.  
Hegemony refers to the control held by a dominant group on other groups without 
the use of force” (Dutta 2007, p. 313). 
In contrast to one-way approaches to communication, in the 1950s the Brazilian philosopher 
Paulo Freire focused on the participatory aspect of development communication (cf. Tufte & 
Mefalopulos 2009, Waisbord 2001). This approach becomes the other dominant position within 
development communication and grew out of dissension from a focus on individual behaviour 
change to approaches that took macrostructures and social conditions into account.  In Brazil, 
Freire’s objective was to improve social conditions by empowering people through education, 
dialogue and active participation to change structural impediments14. In this way, marginalized 
peasants were given a voice to speak out for themselves and demand a better life. The essential 
point, according to Freire, is to involve and engage the marginalized groups in decision-making 
processes concerning their own lives. Thus, Freire emphasized how power inequalities were the 
main obstacles for development, which is in line with dependency theory that emerged during 
                                                          
14 We use Dutta’s (2007) definition of structure as: “the organization of social systems, the patterns of the 
distribution of resources, and the patterns of control of these resources that are inherent in the 
production and reinforcement of social inequities. Structures are embodied in the organization of the 
state, of civil society organizations, and of for-profit organizations that are embodied in the social system 
and are complicit in the creation of life experiences at the margins” (p. 319). 
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the same time period. Dependency theory was developed by Marxist and critical theorists that 
lambasted the unequal balance between the West and Third World countries, as well as the 
structural factors that led to internal inequality. Thus, differences in development trajectories 
were not about deficits in information, as proponents of modernization theory and diffusion 
approaches would argue, but due to political conditions and socio-economic disparities 
(Waisbord 2001). In a similar vein in health communication, Dutta (2007) emphasizes a culture-
centred approach:  
“Whereas the cultural sensitivity approach focuses on developing culturally 
appropriate health education efforts that would change individual attitudes, 
beliefs, and behaviours of cultural participants by tailoring messages to cultural 
characteristics of audience members, the culture-centered approach 
emphasizes attempts at changing social structures surrounding health through 
dialogues with cultural members that create spaces for marginalized cultural 
voices.”  
(p. 304, emphasis added). 
Dialogue, therefore, is a particularly central feature. Freire viewed it as the means for shared 
consciousness-raising through an “emphasis on mutuality, community, transformation of 
macrostructures, and inclusiveness of contexts, perspectives, and individuals” (Stewart et al. 
2004, p. 26). Morris (2003) likewise states that dialogue is “a catalyst for individual and 
community empowerment... to have greater control over decisions that affect them and, in this 
way, to foster social equity and democratic practices” (Morris 2003, p. 226). Dialogue, in this 
vein, is used prescriptively, and is one of I - Thou in Martin Buber’s sense, where the relationship 
between donor and beneficiaries, or between beneficiaries, is not one of I – It: 
“In short, dialogue, for Buber, is the label for a quality of contact that exists for 
humans in tension with instrumental and objective contact. This quality is the 
birthright of every human being; many human inventions and institutions place 
obstacles in the way of this kind of contact; yet, it remains the site of human 
becoming. If appropriately facilitated, this quality of contact can enhance 
understanding, learning, medicine, family life, business, politics, and 
recreation.” 
(Stewart et al. 2004, p. 33). 
Thus, dialogue is embedded in participatory approaches to development work. Donors and 
development experts are seen as facilitators, rather than being the primary agents of social 
change. It is primarily through dialogue that difference, of self and other, of opinion and vision, 
can be accounted for such that “The unique contribution of a dialogic view is an articulation of 
the generative mechanism for the meaning-making process: the interplay of different, often 
opposing, voices” (Baxter 2006, p. 102). In short, there must be room for heterogeneity of 
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voices when it comes to an agenda of social change, in order for a common purpose to be 
relevant for all. 
Furthermore, Robert Chambers work with participatory rural appraisal (PRA) has been 
particularly influential (cf. Williams 2004, Parfitt 2004). Chambers viewed participation as an end 
in itself and also criticized static views of ‘the community’. He pinpointed how, in a given 
‘community’, different groups existed that experienced this community under different terms, 
e.g. based on gender, age, ethnicity and poverty. Therefore, a cursory understanding of 
community has the effect of masking power structures within the community, which PA has 
ironically been criticized for (cf. Williams 2004, Mohan & Stokke 2000, Kapoor 2005). However, 
Chambers was well aware of this.   He stated that “Those whom outsiders meet and interact 
with are most likely to be middle-aged or youths, male, from dominant groups, and 
economically better off. And often their criteria, preferences and priorities are taken as those of 
the whole community...” (Chambers 1997, in Parfitt 2004, p. 540). Thus, for Chambers and other 
proponents, PA is meant to expose such internal power hierarchies and development 
practitioners are to include all segments of a society in the decision-making process – 
particularly, the most vulnerable.  
Proponents of PA advocate that with more participation from various stakeholders, the less the 
likelihood of unforeseen hindrances and the higher the chances of success (Parfitt 2004).  Too 
often in the past, unsuccessful development projects boil down to a lack of inclusion and 
decision-making with so-called ‘beneficiaries’, without viewing them as partners or participants 
with relevant input, which have often resulted in ‘white elephants’. A paradigm shift from top-
down initiatives to more inclusive projects have occurred precisely because it is recognized 
more and more that success hinges upon understanding the needs and concerns of those the 
projects are meant to have a positive impact upon.  This not only entails giving participants a 
forum in which to voice their perspectives, but also to institutionalize their inclusion in decision-
making.  Another argument in favour of PA is the notion of ownership and empowerment that is 
necessary for the long-run sustainability of a project. Participation incurs ownership through 
administering a sense of collective responsibility and shared duty, while empowerment is gained 
through dialogue, capacity-building, establishment of rights, and confidence-raising (Tufte & 
Mefalopulos 2009; Parfitt 2004; Figueroa et al. 2002).   
 
However, it is important to keep in mind that although there has been a strong emphasis on PA, 
it does not mean that it has not been implemented without critique, and it should not be the 
exclusive consideration when doing development work. There has been a heavy debate in the 
literature, of the means/ends dichotomy i.e. whether PA should be instrumental for a pre-set 
goal, or if it should be the goal itself. On the one end, arguments have been made that if PA is 
viewed as the end, then donors are less likely to fund such projects where there are no 
‘tangible’ results. However, Trevor Parfitt (2004) and other proponents argue, that if 
participation is merely the means, “Power relations between aid donors and recipients remain 
essentially the same as in traditional top-down models of development” (p. 539). He 
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furthermore states that “...ignoring decisive power differentials within a community..., all too 
often, ...means that any benefits accruing from a project can be largely captured by the more 
powerful members of that community” (pp. 539-540). He therefore advocates for PA as an end 
in itself. 
 
 PA particularly stands accused of acting more as a Trojan horse, resulting in the de-politicisation 
of international development and a disguised form of subjugation by “...emphasising personal 
reform over political struggle, of obscuring local power differences by uncritically celebrating 
‘the community’, and of using a language of emancipation to incorporate marginalised 
populations of the Global South within an unreconstructed project of capitalist modernisation” 
(Williams 2004, p. 558). Mohan and Stokke (2000) have similarly argued that the “...political 
imagination [of] participatory development tends to treat ‘the local’ as a harmonious 
community...” (p. 253). However, PA criticizes diffusion and behaviour change models for the 
very same reasons. It seems more the case that such criticisms of PA reflect cooptation by 
donors, NGOs and other institutions that have either consciously not followed operational 
definitions of concepts within PA, or inadvertently misunderstood the underlying principles. As 
mentioned earlier, for Chambers PRA is meant to annihilate the sweeping generalisations and 
tunnel vision of foreign development practitioners.  
 
This leads to another criticism of PA in line with Bill Cooke and Uma Kothari’s (2001) ‘internal 
critique’, that it is often unclear how ‘participation’ is to be operationalised (in Williams 2004). 
Similar to the critique that ‘community’ can hide local power disparities, PA has been criticized 
for masking power relations between donors, development agencies and ‘beneficiaries’ by 
couching the discourse in ideals such as ‘empowerment’ and ‘ownership’ without diving deeper 
into praxis or the potential repercussions.  For example, Kapoor (2005) criticizes PA for being a 
covert form for Western-centric complicity and desire. Her argument is that through an attempt 
at self-effacement and magnanimity, PA has become a vehicle to pursue “...development with a 
clear conscience” (p. 1206), while it is a pretence of diminishing power when it, in fact, 
reinforces it. This logic becomes clear when realising the opposite side of the coin when it comes 
to ‘ownership’. By conferring ownership to the community in question, development agencies 
can effectively deny responsibility for any detrimental consequences.  Furthermore, the fact 
that PA is based on democratic principles, unfortunately also means that there is an inherent 
drawback: the marginalized are rarely the majority. Therefore hegemonic relations and the 
status quo are maintained if a project that includes several segments of society is not carefully 
designed. PA’s focus on ‘consensus’ is also criticized for leading to the elimination of pluralism in 
the public sphere. However, consensus is still necessary in order to get anything accomplished 
and does not necessarily mean that it maintains the status quo.  Another criticism is based on 
the notion of social capital (Mohan & Stokke 2000) in that development projects including those 
that utilize PA hone in on communities wherein social capital already exists and therefore 
increases the chances of success. Furthermore Mohan and Stokke (2000) also warn of the 
‘dangers of localism’ that PA may promote because it may pre-emptively foreclose external 
options, such as global solidarity, that may be helpful for the given cause: “There is therefore a 
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need to ‘break out of the local – primary or exclusive emphasis on the local can also lead groups 
to become colloquial and blinkered to other acts of resistance around the world or even their 
own regions, leaving them exposed to defeat or even destruction by not building sufficient 
social alliances” (p. 262). 
 
As a short synopsis, the approach chosen is context-dependent, as diffusion-oriented 
approaches can be more befitting in certain circumstances e.g. in the case of epidemics where 
information must be spread quickly and fast. Diffusion and participatory approaches may have 
the same overall goal e.g. ‘to foster participation in recycling at the community-level’, but they 
differ in their views on means and ends. Therefore, the fundamental philosophy, program 
strategies and measurement tools are different. While diffusion focuses on cultural and 
individual factors to explain development, PA advocates for horizontal and dialogue-based 
communication in order to include all stakeholders in the decision-making process and enhance 
social conditions. 
 
3.5 Communication for Social Change 
CFSC stems in large part from the movement for participatory approaches to development. 
While Communication for Behaviour Change (CBC) and offshoots such as COMBI have their 
roots in social psychology and SM, CFSC is based on communication as a means to empower 
communities and the creation of structural change, rather than honing in on individuals. As 
Obregon and Mosquera (2005) highlight, CFSC “focuses on the larger notion of social 
development and on the role that communication may play in generating change. It calls for 
greater participation and control of communities over communication processes and it 
highlights the need to allow community voices to be heard and become the leading voices of 
process of change...” (p. 241). This shift in focus from the individual to the structural also 
represents the shift from Dutta’s culture-sensitive approach to the culture-centered approach.  
Furthermore, CFSC, like PA, is couched in discourse that is normative e.g. “Communication for 
social change should be empowering, horizontal (versus top-down), give a voice to the 
previously unheard members of the community, and be biased towards local content and 
ownership” (Figueroa et al. 2002, p. ii). In the CFSC model, “community participation is a 
valuable end in itself as well as a means to [sic] better life” (ibid., p. iii). In the model made 
explicit by Figueroa et al. (2002), it is based on five pillars where there must be a (1) catalyst, (2) 
community dialogue, (3) collective action, (4) individual change and (5) social change. When 
there is sufficient individual and social change, this is termed ‘societal impact’.  There are clear 
guidelines as to what these terms should translate into in praxis. Furthermore, CFSC is based on 
the Convergence Model of communication, wherein there is room for dissensus because it 
forms part of the process towards collective action through information sharing and mutual 
understanding. CFSC takes the wider society into account, rather than honing in on individual 
behaviour by playing on variables such as perception, cognition, and attitude. Therefore, it fits 
into the socio-cultural tradition of communication theory. As Craig (2007) pontificates, “In this 
tradition, communication is theorized as a process that produces and reproduces – and in that 
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way constitutes – social order” (p. 69). Like PA, it furthermore draws on the critical tradition in 
that its use is meant to highlight ideology, promote dialectic, cause consciousness-raising and 
emancipation (cf. Craig 2007). 
3.6 Communication for Behavioural Impact 
“COMBI is an integrated marketing approach to social mobilization based on lessons learnt from 
over 100 years of consumer communication and 50 years of public health communication” 
(Suhaili et al. 2004, p. 40). In the project description of the ‘community initiative’ in Pekan, the 
used communication strategy is Communication for Behavioural Impact (COMBI). COMBI is 
typically used to promote behavioural changes within healthcare especially in developing 
countries.  The overall objective of COMBI is to involve individuals and families to adopt and 
maintain healthy lifestyles. For example, in Malaysia, “COMBI has now been adopted as the 
national approach to social mobilization and communication for dengue fever prevention and 
control” (ibid., p. 42). By focusing on the individual, it indicates that the theoretical framework 
being used is dominated by diffusion and SM, although various methods are brought into play to 
achieve the behavioural change, including ‘community mobilization’, education, and 
information-education-communication (IEC) (World Health Organisation 2004, p.1). The 
fundamental belief put forth is that through information, education, persuasion, community 
involvement, a committed government and a focus on behaviour and the decision-making of the 
consumer, it is possible to create behavioural change. Therefore, this model focuses on the 
receiver and his or hers needs. At first sight keywords from SM, diffusion and PA are put in to 
use. It is clear that COMBI is still a vertical process because community mobilization is based on 
recruiting volunteers to an already established agenda (cf. Suhaili et al. 2004). 
Because COMBI is embedded in existing power structures and does nothing to change social 
hierarchies, it can be viewed as fitting into Dutta’s cultural sensitivity approach as well as falling 
under the socio-psychological tradition, where communication is “mediated by psychological 
predispositions (attitudes, emotional states, personality traits, unconscious conflicts, social 
cognitions, etc.) as modified by the emergent effects of social interaction (which may include 
the effects of media technologies and institutions as well as interpersonal influence)” (Craig 
2007, pp. 82-83). Culture is identified as a tool to create appropriate messages and it is very 
clear that the target-group is defined as consumers. The objective is to facilitate individual 
behavioural change. Keywords such as mass media, public relations, personal selling and point 
of service promotion point to the fact that SM is an integral component to COMBI. Though the 
use of market analysis means that the views of participants are incorporated, seen from a 
participatory perspective this does not facilitate the direct influence of the local people on the 
project design. . Hence the participants are not direct part of the decision-making process. 
Nonetheless, the concerns expressed from the local people are taken into consideration when 
developing the project. This also underlines the cultural sensitivity approach, where it is the 
expert who has the last say in the project. Another indication that the dominating paradigms are 
SM and DM is that even though there is a focus on the context, the objective is not to change 
existing structures, which frames the conditions under which an individual can exercise agency, 
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but rather on the individual behavioural level.  With diffusion, there is also an emphasis on the 
importance of understanding how media is used, through which channels people seek 
information and why they choose a particular information source. With this analysis, the 
emphasis of the COMBI model is on how to best satisfy the target group and how to best reach 
them.  
The COMBI strategy does not consider education, in itself, as enough to provoke a behavioural 
change; “It calls for engaging people, through a deliberate process of behaviourally-focused 
social mobilization and communication, in reflecting on acquired knowledge in relation to 
personal benefits, societal norms and influence and promoting consideration of action on the 
basis of this engaged reflection” (World Health Organisation 2004, p.2). It is pivotal that 
‘communication’ be adequately defined, as communication can be done in many ways, e.g. 
through mass media or through dialogue which results in different consequences. Similarly, by 
using the words social mobilization, it indicates an emphasis on PA, however, this may be done 
by activating a network of support through appropriate NGOs and other relevant actors without 
necessarily including marginalized groups. According to Waisbord (2001) social mobilization is 
“...the process of bringing together all possible and feasible inter-sectoral social allies to raise 
people’s awareness of and demand for a particular development program, to assist in the 
delivery of resources and services and to strengthen community participation for sustainability 
and self-reliance” (p. 27). If participation is done for ‘sustainability and self-reliance’, it is 
fundamental that this means participation in decision-making.  
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4 Results and Analysis 
 
4.1 Cultural context in Pekan 
In the following, we will present an analysis of the community, which we did through our 
participatory observations and talks, both formal interviews and ordinary conversations, with 
the residents. Our perception of culture fits with the culture-centred approach, which means 
that the following description is not intended to present culture in fixed terms, but to point out 
some of the parameters, that has an influence on the recycling project. 
In general, we can describe the community in Pekan as a rural society where the society 
functions largely on the basis of networks. Early in our observations we got the impression, that 
this community is small, and everybody knows everybody. Hence, there is a lot of daily contact 
between inhabitants and strong bonds of loyalty and solidarity in the community, which also 
means that news travels fast. The residents collaborate and exchange favours frequently within 
the small taman15. For example, one day three women came to Ismailudin bin Sulaiman’s16 
house to help prepare food for the forthcoming barbeque that many residents were invited to. 
The women told us, that they always help each other out, when someone organized an event. 
There is a strong feeling of responsibility towards the common good, and the Kawasan Rukun 
Tetangga (KRT) organisation is a clear example of that. The KRT, an acronym in Malay for a 
residence association, is volunteer-based and arranges events for the community as well as 
other services.  For example, the KRT has organized a voluntary security patrol in the taman, to 
secure a safe environment. Because of the strong sense of duty in the community, the 
community functions more so on a collective basis, than one based on individualism. Another 
way of describing this society is that it is driven on duty and responsibility towards the common 
good, and not on individual needs or rights. For example, Ismail explains why he is an active 
volunteer in the society; “I feel it is my duty and my responsibility” (14.11.0917). The three 
tamans, which were chosen to be part of the Danida-funded ‘community initiative’, largely 
represent the middle class where the man normally has a job, and while many women also work 
there are some that choose to be stay-at-home moms. An average family, that we encountered 
in Taman Permata, has three to four children and a property with their own house and a car. In 
general, their living conditions are very reasonable. 
From our observations, it was mostly men who took care of public matters, whereas the women 
have primary responsibility for the home. This way of organizing the family already became clear 
from watching the children. It was only the boys who were playing in the soccer field, while only 
                                                          
15 Malay for residential area 
16 Referred to as Ismail 
17 The field diary notes are ordered by date, and are located in the appendix. 
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a few girls would gather at the playground. We were told that the girls were mostly at home 
helping out their mothers. Another characteristic of this culture is the strong respect for both 
elders and authorities. A small detail such as how people give gestures can be very telling. When 
children say hello to an elder or an authority figure they bowed and kissed their hands and 
afterwards motioned towards their hearts with their own hands. In public, Islam is present every 
time it is prayer time through megaphones at the various mosques that spread the songs of the 
Imam. In Malay homes, we experienced much flexibility concerning when to pray, and as well as 
whether women should wear the headscarf. Women could choose themselves whether they 
wanted to wear it or not. Even though the dominant religion is Islam, there is still an acceptance 
of the other religions that are present in Pekan, and the different religions coexist side by side, 
in what appears to be a harmonious symbiosis. However, in most cases they do not cross over 
when it comes to marriages, as discussed in the introduction. It was also interesting to observe 
culturally-salient manifestations in the different homes we visited. For example, in Ismail’s home 
it was obvious that we had entered a Muslim household because of the cultural artefacts that 
were visible on the walls such as art with Arabic inscriptions, and excerpts from the Koran. 
When we visited a Chinese home, their cultural heritage was likewise as apparent. Upon 
entering the house, a set of glass shelves show-cased numerous scholarly trophies and prizes 
that the four daughters in this household had won. This alludes to a rather well-known 
stereotype that the Chinese are competitively-oriented. Furthermore, there were also artefacts 
on the walls with Chinese inscriptions and an impressive shrine lit with candles that spanned 
almost from wall to wall, meant to honour old ancestors. 
 
4.2 The Project Design 
The 3R centre is the culmination of an idea developed by Ismailudin bin Sulaiman, often referred 
to as Ismail, a banker by profession, who suggested that an abandoned kindergarten be used as 
a recycling centre. Once the proposal was accepted by Danida the residents were invited to a 
meeting held at the KRT centre in Taman Permata for residents to become aware of the project, 
voice their concerns, and in the end vote on whether they would accept the 3R centre 
(18.11.2009). This is in line with PA and is representative of ‘community dialogue’ in the CFSC 
model (Figueroa et al. 2002). It should be reiterated, however, that community dialogue was not 
utilised as part of the problem identification as well as in the appointment of leaders. Despite 
this, the meeting to introduce the idea for a 3R centre allowed for different views for tackling 
waste management. Dissensus was also made evident since some individuals expressed concern 
that the 3R Centre would contribute to foul odour and whether such a centre was necessary in 
the first place since there are private garbage collection trucks that pay for recyclables that 
would drive around on a weekly basis.  
Since the idea for the project comes from within the community and because it relies on 
community participation, it could be said that it is a bottom-up driven project, where it is the 
volunteers’ motivation and feeling of responsibility towards the community, which drive the 
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project forth, and not the technocratic imposition of external agents. Based purely on this 
perspective, it would seem that ownership has been conferred to the participants in that they 
manage and run the centre themselves. Technical help has been provided for by Perunding Uras 
d.S, a consultancy specializing in waste management, however its role was only to assist in the 
implementation and monitoring and reporting of the project, because of the fact that the local 
authority simply did not have enough manpower to take on this task itself and the volunteers at 
the centre needed technical training. It could be asserted that in a truly participatory fashion, 
the monitoring and evaluation should have been done by local inhabitants themselves. 
Together with the local authority 3R members plan when to organize campaigns. This approach 
has developed a personal commitment and sense of responsibility towards the 3R centre among 
the 3R members. They see this project as part of making their community a better place to live. 
For 3R member and schoolteacher Wan Khamar Binti Wan Hasbullah, the 3R centre has become 
a way to socialize and to learn. She explains why her volunteering at the centre is of importance: 
“It is interesting for me, I like to do free work. I like to join people. I like to tell people what I 
know and to learn from others. So I have a lot of friends” (15.11.2009). The volunteers see it as a 
natural and supplementary task of the local residence association. The 3R centre uses the 
facilities of the KRT to arrange recycling activities such as drawing competitions. The 
sustainability of the 3R centre in the long-run depends on the members’ ability to recruit new 
members, as well as the ability to get more people to deliver recyclables on a regular basis. 
As we see it, the project’s sustainability could be fragile, because it is upheld through personal 
relations. All of the volunteers at the 3R Centre are there at the behest of Ismail.  He is the 
cornerstone of the project.  While it is admirable how much he has done for the 3R Centre to be 
a success, it unfortunately also means that there are limits to the outreach of the project if it 
continues to crucially hinge upon one person’s sphere of influence. While a network has been 
activated, the links get weaker the less associated they are with Ismail and Taman Permata. The 
‘community initiative’ is problematic for other reasons as well.  For one, the tamans are already 
middle-class and to that extent it could be argued that funding from Danida was not necessary. 
On the other hand, the 3R Centre would probably not have been funded from the municipal 
government so in that sense, if it were not for Danida’s SWMC fund, the 3R project would 
probably never have been up and running.  The second problem, however, is the fact that there 
are impoverished residential areas in Pekan where the 3R centre would likely have benefited 
them more. A reoccurring statement from informants was that the monetary incentives for the 
recyclables were too low for residents to be motivated enough to recycle. However, in an 
impoverished area it would be logical to think that there would be more motivation for the 
inhabitants to generate an income based on recyclables, if we take the SM’s argument on the 
exchange for good. However, these impoverished areas were never included in any decision-
making process. Instead they are given flyers and invited to come to the 3R Centre when it is 
open, but in light of the fact that residents from the taman that is furthest away from the centre 
recycle the least. The likelihood of inhabitants from e.g. the fishing village showing up is next to 
null.  Apparently, the money given for the recyclables would barely, if even cover the cost of 
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transportation. Through a PA perspective, this is an example of how participation primarily 
functions as the means rather than the ends and the status quo has been maintained. 
We have earlier mentioned that the three tamans are middle-class residential areas, which does 
not coincide with a needs-based perspective. However, the success of a project often also 
depends on the social capital that already exists within the targeted community. In other words, 
it is unlikely that a 3R centre would have had as much success in a residential area that is 
impoverished and not as well functioning as Taman Permata, simply because such a project 
necessitates that there are resourceful persons and a strong residential network such as the KRT 
in Taman Permata for there to be enough know-how (i.e. educational attainment), engagement 
and social willpower. One of the criteria for selecting which proposals received funding was the 
‘Commitment and motivation level’ of the LA. It could then be argued that if Danida selected 
those that were the most well-functioning, it is not surprising that LAs would focus on areas in 
their jurisdiction that were the most functioning as well. This supports the arguments made by 
e.g. Williams (2004) that even with ‘participation’ power still accrues to those that are the most 
affluent. 
Despite differences in social capital, the most salient weakness of the project design was the fact 
that the different residential areas in Pekan were not told of the Danida SWMC fund at any 
point in time. This means we have to take a closer look at Danida’s strategy for implementing 
the ‘community initiatives’. The responsibility of disseminating knowledge to the residents in 
Pekan lies with the local authority, i.e. the district council. With an appropriate idea a project 
proposal would be written by a member of the LA and would then be reviewed by Danida. In the 
case of the recycling project in Pekan, disseminating knowledge of the Danida SWMC fund was 
bypassed.  The Ministry of Housing and Local Government sent a letter to the City Council. 
Subsequently, a representative from the LA attended a Danida SWMC fund “road show” where 
the ‘community initiatives’ were explained in detail to all Local Authorities. The former head of 
Alam Flora also attended the meetings who had conveyed to Ismail, his personal friend, the 
details of the fund. Ismail’s idea to use the abandoned kindergarten was then conveyed to the 
responsible entity at the LA, who supplemented this idea with COMBI to raise awareness about 
recycling in Pekan. The COMBI idea stemmed from the representative’s personal contact who 
worked with COMBI. After the proposal was written, Danida conducted fact-finding interviews. 
It was made apparent to Danida that the city council lacked the manpower to instantiate the 
proposal themselves and therefore consultants from Uras, the private contracting firm, was 
brought in. It was also determined that the 2 most adjacent residential areas be included in the 
3R project to broaden the target group. The way the 2 adjacent residential areas were included 
was done through Ismail’s personal network who got two of his friends from the other Tamans 
to be members of the 3R centre and for them to disseminate knowledge of the centre and 3R 
practices to the rest of the residents. Thus, in the end the project idea stemmed from personal 
networks rather than disseminating knowledge of the fund to the wider community. 
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Although these projects are ostensibly ‘community initiatives’ the catalyst is an external change 
agent (Danida). Therefore, the projects were not started on their own, but they were motivated 
from the outside. Nonetheless, the idea and the drive come from within. But the question is, if 
such a project can be realised without an intervention from the outside, when people are 
unaware of the hazards of waste or possibilities within waste management?  It makes intuitive 
sense that there needs to be a basic level of knowledge and resources in order to drive social 
change. As Freire pinpoints, the key in projects with marginalized groups is education.  It is very 
possible that even if knowledge of the Danida SWMC fund had been disseminated to the various 
residential areas in Pekan, including marginalized groups, the latter would not have come up 
with a proposal because of a lack of education or the necessary commitment. In that sense an 
intervention in itself is not a negative thing, particularly if the external agent offers capacity-
building and if the community in question accepts such an offer, on the basis that this 
acceptance has been brought about through an invitation to the entire community to enter into 
dialogue with one another.  
If we are to examine the extent to which this ‘community initiative’ meets Dutta’s (2007) criteria 
for a culture-centred approach, then it could be argued that Danida’s strategy qualifies indeed. 
This is perhaps the project’s biggest strength. Danida did not impose a recycling project upon a 
community without speaking to community members to hear of their concerns, nor did Danida 
adapt a specific recycling campaign from Denmark to fit the Malaysian context. As mentioned 
earlier, the idea itself and the people who work in the centre voluntarily come from within the 
community. It is evident that the project is grounded in a sense of ownership among the 
volunteers at the 3R centre because of the fact that the project is incorporated as part of the 
operations of the local KRT. Through our interviews and conversations with some of these 
volunteers it was obvious that they felt pride in their work for the centre. The critical point here, 
is that if one views the targeted tamans in isolation, then in practice the project seems to follow 
the participatory principles of CFSC. 
Just as there are debates in the academic literature of the meaning and operationalisation of 
‘participation’, it was evident that it is understood differently by stakeholders. Within the 
project design, we view participation as inclusion of the various stakeholders, particularly local 
community members, in decision-making. On the other hand, when we speak of participation to 
members of the 3R centre, they generally consider participation to be the active participation of 
the other residents in recycling. In this regard, it seems that members do not reflect on the 
degree to which opportunities have been given for residents to raise their concerns, such as the 
identification of problems, or to influence the decision-making process.  
 
4.3  Awareness-raising 
The recycling project in Pekan can be thought of as being comprised of two components that 
makes up the COMBI strategy.  There is the 3R centre, which requires active participation of 
volunteers and therefore draws from the targeted residential areas, whereas there is also the 3R 
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campaign which is the responsibility of the district council. Due to lack of manpower, the actual 
development of the campaign was, as previously mentioned, outsourced to an external 
consultancy, Uras. Several campaign materials have been produced e.g. flyers outlining prices 
for recyclables, radio announcements, brochures to explain what 3R is all about, a billboard at a 
key traffic junction, and newspaper announcements. Television was not used due to high costs. 
These materials targets the general population in Pekan, therefore the billboard, for example, is 
not located within the three tamans. At specific campaign events, colouring competitions and 
art made out of recyclables were other ways of attracting attention and were done in 
coordination with the 3R centre.  
The communication strategy is intended to achieve a specific purpose, in our case the objective 
is to influence attitudes towards recycling with the aim of creating behavioural change in the 
individual, i.e. for recycling to become a regular routine. Because of the focus on individual 
behavioural change, rather than the structural or contextual surroundings that the individual is 
immersed in, it represents a view of participation as means only. Nonetheless, this is in line with 
COMBI and SM. One of the critiques, after all, of social marketing has been that the end justifies 
the means. It is clear that the strategy aims at educating the local community about recycling 
and to change behaviour accordingly. The majority of the people we talked with considered it as 
an effective way of changing people’s behaviour. Thus, the dominant discourse on how to 
change people’s behaviour is based on diffusion. Some also pointed out that people’s attitude 
had to be changed, which then would lead to behaviour change.  In the campaigns little 
information is given about the environmental consequences of waste, instead there is an 
emphasis on the ‘exchange’ i.e. the price for recyclables.  
 
Source: Eco-ideal (Uras) 
The overarching incentive provided in the campaigns is money. Flyers that are handed out state 
when the 3R centre is open and the price per kilo offered for items such as plastics, glass, paper, 
and cans. The monetary incentives were in fact a strategy chosen by the 3R centre volunteers, 
and based on an informed choice after going on a study tour to Kuchin. In the CFSC model, this 
would represent steps in ‘community dialogue’ and an exercise in ownership (Figueroa et al., 
2002). Nonetheless, it is questionable whether the agenda of behavioural change based on 
monetary incentives is a sustainable solution in the long-run. It is clear that the strategy works 
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to some extent, since people do deliver recyclables to the centre, but only when special prices 
are offered that are above and beyond those offered by commercial waste collectors. The 
problem lies with the volatility of the prices offered for recyclables because of fluctuating 
market prices. Therefore, when prices drop, the motivation to recycle likewise falls. Seen from a 
SM perspective, the costs of recycling such as transportation and time, neutralizes the benefits if 
the price is too low. It was apparent, however, that some individuals recycled for socially-
conscious reasons despite the costs. Yap Kum Swee, a Chinese Malaysian and friend of Ismail 
stated that the cost to send recyclables to the 3R centre is more than what they would get for it. 
Regardless his family recycles to set an example (12.11.2009). The monetary incentives are still a 
reasonable strategy, given that many adults in Pekan have not been educated about recycling 
and know little of the hazards. 
The campaign is also reminiscent of Dutta’s (2007) cultural sensitivity approach, where “...the 
cultural sensitivity approach focuses on developing culturally appropriate...education efforts 
that would change individual attitudes, beliefs, and behaviours of cultural participants by 
tailoring messages to cultural characteristics of audience members...” (pp. 304-305). While this 
is well-intentioned and has its merits in its own right, one should be careful not to equate such 
an approach as being holistic nor as the most appropriate. The cultural sensitivity approach has 
been criticized as upholding a Eurocentric bias of individualism. The recycling campaign could be 
likewise criticized, particularly because it takes place in a Malaysian context wherein collectivism 
is more prevalent. However, a critique of Eurocentricity falls apart in view of the fact that the 
campaign was developed by Malaysians for Malaysians. If anything, the fact that the 
‘communicators’ come from within the culture gives the most credence to the notion of being 
‘culturally sensitive’ rather than if the campaign was developed by foreigners. However, as 
discussed in our theoretical section, an issue here is not to conflate the entire Malaysian 
population as only having one culture. As Dutta (2007) states, “In the cultural sensitivity 
approach, culture is conceptualized as a collection of shared values, beliefs, and practices that 
are contained within a clearly defined community...Culture, in the cultural sensitivity approach, 
is considered static and is measured as a conglomerate of traits identified by the expert” (pp. 
307-308). As stated earlier, the Malaysian population is characterized by heterogeneity. Despite 
this, the campaign material has focused on Malaysians as being “one” target. This may very well 
be a good thing, to the extent that one also wants to avoid reinforcing stereotypes and ethnic 
divisions when this is unnecessary. In the case of the recycling campaign, treating all individuals 
as the same is, in our view, the most appropriate option. It would be a far stretch to say that the 
homogenous view is doing “violence” to the culture because the culture is fixed as having a 
stable, unchanging frame. According to Dutta (2007), “The othering that drives the 
conceptualization and implementation of...communication interventions does violence to the 
culture by fixing it in terms of static characteristics as perceived and defined by the intervener” 
(p. 316). 
An inherent drawback from any one-way communications campaign is the notion that Buber’s I-
Thou relation is undermined (cf. Stewart et al. 2004). Because of the lack of dialogue, people 
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may not develop a personal commitment to the project, and therefore feel no ownership. 
However, part of the communications strategy deployed was also door-to-door visits in the 
three tamans. This has facilitated discussions of how to improve their taman, for both their own 
sake but also for their children’s sake. In this way, PA and community dialogue is drawn upon, 
and could lead to enhanced feelings of responsibility and ownership towards the project, which 
in the end would also make the behavioural change more sustainable. Going door-to-door is 
also a mechanism for identifying potential volunteers. As Figueroa et al. (2002) state, “Through a 
process of sequential networking (going from house to house) or small group meetings, the 
leader(s) identifies other opinion leaders and resource persons who can help in the process for 
solving the problem” (p. 8). 
Static banners or billboards may reach a larger segment of the population, but dialogue opens 
up for a qualitative space, which facilitates mutual understanding. Personal relations and 
interpersonal communication can play a decisive role, which is also stated by the 3R member 
Wan Khamar Binti Wan Hasbullah, “Door-to-door is the best way. They know, but they take it 
for granted, so I must go from door-to-door and explain them why” (15.11.2009). It creates 
stronger commitment, because of the fact that the interpersonal communication accesses an 
individual’s responsibility towards their friends and family. The individual is also confronted with 
his or her own actions and cannot shy away behind the masses. However, using personal 
networks also showed us that it has its clear limitations. The drawback is that some people in 
the ‘community’ will never be reached, while groups outside this ‘community’ are entirely 
excluded. This reinforces a point made in our theoretical discussion, that there is a trade-off 
between quantity and quality, with diffusion and dialogue-based approaches, respectively.  The 
irony with a dialogue-based and participatory approach is the emphasis on egalitarianism, 
whereas in terms of equal access to knowledge, diffusion is the most egalitarian method of all. 
With dialogue, an unfortunate consequence can be that knowledge becomes esoteric and tied 
to one’s personal network.  As the Chairman of KRT in Taman Sri Pekan Baru, Azmi Rin 
Mohamad Noor stated; ”If the residents are asked to come, they do. They have to be pushed to 
come. They do not come by themselves” (15.11.2009). Thus, aside from the campaign materials 
and door-to-door talks, exercising leadership is viewed as an important means to mobilize 
community-members. In both PA and diffusion, leadership is identified as a key variable.  
A clear sign that the strategy is not entirely working or has not fully taken effect, became clear 
when someone was burning grass just in front of the 3R centre, without realizing that it is 
compostable. When old ways of doing things are not confronted from the outside, they are not 
questioned from the inside either. It is a sign that there is lack of knowledge or reflection on 
how things could be done differently regarding waste. This shows us that either the information 
given during the campaign has not been good enough, or it demonstrates that information in 
itself isn’t enough to change people’s behaviour. It also shows us the complexity of dealing with 
behavioural change.  
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Inhabitants burning grass outside the 3R centre in Taman Permata. 
 
It is not possible to say whether inhabitants in the three tamans recycle due to the information 
given, motivation of money or interpersonal communication.  However, it would probably be 
fair to say that for those that have changed their attitudes and behaviour towards recycling have 
done so because of a combination of all – the increased knowledge and a heightened awareness 
of oneself, the money and sense of duty. For those who have not changed their attitudes or 
behaviour despite the appropriate knowledge and social incentives, there are many factors that 
could be at play. People have so many other worries and priorities, that knowledge may not be 
enough to get people motivated to recycle. 
 
4.4 Stakeholder analysis 
Drawing upon the phenomenological perspective and through fieldwork, we have attempted to 
get an in-depth understanding of ‘the other’, which characterizes the participants and their 
reality. Therefore, an analysis of those inside and outside the ‘target group’ and their way of 
naming the world is of great value, when we have to understand the outcome and outreach of 
the project. The viewpoints of the different people within Pekan, who have or have not been 
affected by the project will be given. Based on this knowledge, we endeavour to provide future 
recommendations and critical reflections on the interrelationship between context and project, 
which could be of value for future projects that are similar in scope. 
The target group in the three residential areas contains 184 houses. Pre- and post surveys by 
Uras were done to determine the awareness level of recycling among the residents. In the first 
survey 69 percent of the residents participated, which increased to 72 percent of the residents 
© Gyrup & Sørensen 
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in the second survey. If we compare the results from the two surveys, we can see an increase in 
the recycling at home from 35 percent to 94 percent.  Thus, there has been an increase in 
awareness. This is indeed an impressive figure, but if it must be said that this may result from 
the fact that they took part in the surveys, which were done door-to-door by the 3R members. 
This again alludes to the fact that one can have a powerful sphere of influence within one´s own 
personal network, something that SM has also highlighted. The 3R member Wan Khamar Binti 
Wan Hasbullah stated: “People are more open this year compared to last year, because [of] 
more awareness and then more participation. There has been an increase in participation. But if 
we should get more people to participate, [there must be] more regular information” 
(15.11.2009).  
When we conducted our own survey, the overall picture shows us that there has not been 
developed a deeper understanding of recycling, but also that some still perform the old style of 
getting rid of waste, i.e. they simply burn it. In Taman Sri Pekan Baru, which is situated the 
furthest from the 3R centre, 7 out of 8 survey informants had not been to the 3R centre in 
Taman Permata (15.11.2009). Likewise, 7 out of 8 knew that the 3R centre was located in Taman 
Permata around five kilometres away, which indicates again that the point from the diffusion 
model on ability to test the innovation is of importance, when adapting (Sepstrup, 2006). This 
could also indicate, seen from an SM perspective, that a distance of five kilometres is enough for 
people to feel that the costs, both in terms of time and transportation, outweigh the personal 
benefits from recycling. Another interesting aspect is that Taman Sri Pekan Baru, is the only one 
of the three tamans, which is not organized into a KRT (15.11.2009). This indicates that it is not 
as well organized as the others, which could have an influence on people’s general attitude and 
social incentives towards waste management, emphasising PA’s argument on the need of 
capacity building. On the other hand, all of the respondents from Taman Permata knew about 
the 3R centre and had been there. In the third Taman Ketapang Mawar, a ten minute walk from 
the centre, all of the participants knew about the 3R centre in Taman Permata, but only one had 
tried to go, but never managed to get rid of his recyclables because the centre was closed. Thus, 
based on our small survey, it is only the residents from Taman Permata, where the 3R centre is 
located, who have actually used the centre. According to Sepstrup (2006), the diffusion model 
would explain this as being the result of the ‘observability’ of the innovation (in this case the 3R 
centre) and the ease of testing the innovation. 
Interestingly, most participants say that they do recycle, but still many of them have never been 
to the nearest recycling centre to their home. This could indicate various things, for example 
that they go somewhere else or perhaps that they do not recycle at all. It is evident that 
recycling is accepted as socially correct behaviour, and in that manner it is gaining momentum 
as an institutionalized social norm.  
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4.4.1 The 3R Centre 
To get a better picture of who comes to the centre and how recycling is done, we did participant 
observations at the centre. It was mostly men who came to the centre, which reflects a general 
tendency on how social roles are, in part, determined by gender. Many brought their children, 
which is a good way of making recycling a natural part of everyday practice for the children. 
When people come for the first time, they get a free bag with information about recycling, 
which functions as an encouraging factor for coming again. Most of the participants came 
because of the special prices offered.  
When people came with recyclable materials, they would sort the waste in collaboration with 3R 
members, which was subsequently weighed according to type. They were then paid based on 
the per kilo price for different materials. The presence of the 3R centre creates awareness about 
recycling in the small community. When the 3R centre is open a lot of children are in the area 
just to watch how big of a catch the 3R centre gets. According to a diffusion and behaviour 
change perspective, this is facilitating learning based on Albert Bandura’s social learning theory, 
where behaviour is learnt through observing role models (Waisbord 2001). All of the activities 
taking place at the 3R centre encourage the children to go home and get some recycling 
materials, so that they can get some money for candy. Within the community the activities at 
the 3R centre have a positive effect and reinforce awareness as well as behaviour about 
recycling, especially amongst the children. This is very promising, when we consider the 
sustainability of both the centre and recycling in general, because it becomes a natural part of 
their everyday life. 
 
4.4.2 The volunteers 
The volunteers at the 3R centre can be thought of as ‘early adopters’ in Rogers’ ‘diffusion of 
innovation’ theory.  They can also be thought of as ‘agents of change’. While the ‘laggards’ may 
be sceptical and uncertain of the benefits of recycling, the volunteers have expressed that what 
they are doing in the present may not give tangible results now, but will within the future 
especially once their actions catches on to the broader community. This is evident when we 
asked Ismail, what he feels he gets out of the project; “Maybe when I pass away, [the benefit] 
won’t come to me but to my daughters [and] to my family” (14.11.2009.). When starting a 
project of this kind, such a perspective can be necessary, because of the fact that the outcome 
of the recycling does not show any visible improvements in the short term. Based on a diffusion 
perspective, the early adopters are extremely important because they set an example and 
create the social impetus for others to adopt such practices as well. Furthermore, because the 
volunteers are also residents in the community, this naturally creates dialogue within the 
community. 
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Left: Volunteers at the 3R centre weigh recyclables. Right: Children bring recyclables to the 3R centre. © 
Gyrup & Sørensen 
 
 
4.4.3 The Local Authority and the dominant discourse 
The District Officer Mr. Yang Berhormat Dato´Haji Abdul Basik bin Mohd Sah 18, who is also the 
president of the council19, thinks that the success of the project depends upon “awareness [and] 
the level of education.” He furthermore states, “It takes a long time to create awareness” 
(12.11.2009). It is in his opinion that the project has been very good for the community, 
particularly because there has been little practice of 3R before the Danida grant. He furthermore 
desires that the idea is spread to other residential areas. The challenges of doing this includes 
Committee20 acceptance, financial constraints, and to get enough participation. The Secretary of 
the District Office and Chairman of the 3R council, Mr. Zamri bin Omar identified, that the 
reason for people not sorting waste was lack of knowledge. Here, the dominant perception is 
the need to disseminate knowledge and therefore they are indirectly proponents of DM. In 
some ways, the Secretary assumes, that when people get knowledge, they react upon it. He also 
shares a view that is analogous to the SM discourse where he points out “With the campaign 
you have to offer them something, reward them when they do something to motivate them”. 
                                                          
18 The head of department for 11 divisions, including licensing, finance, administration, EPBT (electronics), 
landscape, technology, one stop centre, urban services, IT, tourism planning, and valuation. Furthermore, 
he also appoints the members of the KRT every 2 years. 
19 The council is made up of 20 members who are elected by Pahang State government (in which Pekan is 
situated) and are policy and decision-makers for various initiatives, e.g. urban services, public amenities, 
solid waste management, infrastructure, etc. The District Office, on the other hand, represents the federal 
government and is responsible for public administration, land matters, organization of activities under 
Independence Day, and also deals with matters pertaining to security and police. 
20 The Committee is made up of private, governmental and community representatives. 
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Despite his own emphasis on the need for knowledge, he also points out that even when there 
is knowledge, it may not be enough: ”Mostly it focuses on money. Everybody knows, but they 
don’t act. You have to inform and start in school” (12.11.2009).  
Madam Cheam, who wrote the initial proposal to Danida and is the Assistant Environment 
Health Inspector for the Pekan District Council, likewise emphasized the need for increased 
awareness. She also highlighted how the project in many ways is meant to raise ownership and 
awareness in the community. Because of this, the project is also in line with Local Agenda 21 
(LA21) 21, which emphasizes community action towards sustainable development. Interestingly, 
LA21 is couched in participatory discourse with buzzwords such as “ownership”, 
“empowerment”, and “grassroots”.  
Nonetheless, the dominant discourse reproduces power relations in the society. To overcome 
this reproduction the LA, may want to explore ways of empowering the marginalized people to 
participate in decision-making processes. It is not enough to only inform people about how to 
sort waste. There needs to be clearly identifiable organizational structures that enables people 
to first of all, recycle, but also to voice their concerns and ideas. 
 
4.4.4 Other groups in society 
To get a better understanding of the society in Pekan and to analyse how far reaching the 
campaigns have been, we wanted to get the views of various groups that were outside of the 
three residential areas, to get a fuller picture of people’s views and practices.  We were 
particularly interested in how inhabitants, in residential areas with less resources, coped with 
waste and in this way gain a perspective on which realities the local government faces, when 
they seek to change the whole society’s attitude on waste. What obstacles lie ahead when the 
local authorities want to engage the rest of society?  
To get an impression of the behavioural change on a long-term basis we found it essential to 
look at the level of awareness and behaviours towards waste of the future generation, the 
children of Pekan. The Malaysian government has already instantiated efforts towards 
educating children on waste management and the numerous problems associated with waste 
including the hazards to health, the environment, as well as the economic costs.  As the three 
teachers Wan Khamar Wan Haribullah, Hamidah Binti Abdul Hamid and Siti Syafiqah Derthy Bt. 
Abdullah confirm, ”Recycling was introduced in 1995 in science classes. It was a government 
                                                          
21 Agenda 21 is the offspring of the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development 
(UNCED) otherwise known as the Earth Summit, held in Rio de Janiro in June of 199221. It promulgates a 
holistic action plan towards sustainable development through a tripartite focus on social, environmental, 
and economic concerns.  One of the chapters in Agenda 21, known as Local Agenda 21, specifically calls 
for local authorities to enter into dialogue with communities in order to achieve consensus on how best to 
reach objectives for sustainable development. 
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initiative nationwide” (13.11.2009). This education clearly has two positive outcomes that the 
children learn about waste but also that they also teach their parents about what they have 
learned in school. This is particularly true for low-income families. As the teachers described, 
“The children teach the parents from the lower background, and in this way they also get aware 
of it. The middleclass parents know about recycling from the newspaper and advertisements” 
(13.11.2009). Seen from DM, communication through the informal network of family is really 
positive, and is an important factor in changing hearts and minds.  In addition, the teachers also 
stated that children from low-income families would receive free breakfast as well as all school 
supplies, books, and uniforms for free – creating the necessary structural change for the 
children to have equal access to knowledge. Based on this it quickly became apparent that their 
awareness level of the problems of waste as well as recycling is extremely high. They all stated 
that they do recycling at some level in their family, although we are aware of the influence of 
the dominant and correct attitude on waste may have affected the children’s answers.  The 
Malaysian government has created the necessary structural changes to lay the foundation for 
appropriate recycling practices.  
 
Group interview with school children. © Gyrup & Sørensen 
 
Recognizing the religious and cultural diversity in Pekan, there is the possibility that this 
manifests into different perceptions on waste and recycling. Although Malays make up the 
majority in Pekan, there is a significant portion of the population that are Chinese22. The Chinese 
in Malaysia are regarded as the ‘businessmen’, and with a very strong sense of competitiveness. 
High education is considered extremely important, if one wants to gain success in life. As 
                                                          
22 We were unfortunately unable to interview a Hindu family in Pekan. 
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mentioned earlier, this was made evident when we interviewed a Chinese family in which their 
daughters had won numerous academic trophies. For example, there have been recycling 
competitions open to the entire village where the Chinese in particular could display Chinese 
lanterns made from recyclable materials, and in that way they spread awareness on recycling, 
through hybridization of new and traditional norms. Furthermore, Chua Choo 47, the mother of 
the household and a 47-years-old teacher, also emphasized competitions as a preferred means 
for spreading awareness: “Competitions are better [because] people like to compete. 
Campaigns are too boring” (13.11.2009). Recycling had become a natural part of their everyday 
life, fitting into their values and their way of living in general. Therefore, for this particular 
family, they have incorporated recycling as part of existing cultural norms. Chua Siew Choo 
highlighted; “For the Chinese it is a habit not to waste. Everything has to be saved. We all teach 
our children to save everything possible” (13.11.2009).  
Chua Siew Choo suggested that there should be given more information through the media. 
“The problem in Pekan, there is a problem with waste. The reason is lack of knowledge. You 
could prevent it by using media, newspapers and TV” (13.11.2009). Although she also admitted 
that she had not seen any of the 3R Centre advertisements in the newspaper. Even though there 
are cultural differences, there is still an emphasis on diffusion approaches to spreading 
awareness. What is most interesting to note is the fondness for competitions and how they can 
be a means for creating social change. By appealing to a Chinese culture of competitiveness, 
motivation and engagement is fostered. The competitive events themselves are social 
constructions of a Habermasian public sphere, in which community dialogue is instantiated, 
creating social cohesion and collective action. In that sense, such competitions are an ingenious 
way of promoting a participatory approach towards recycling. 
 
Chua Choo showing a Chinese lantern she made from recyclable material for a local competition. © Gyrup 
& Sørensen 
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4.4.5 Fishermen 
We went to a fishing village in Pekan district called Kampung Kuala Pahang. It is a fishing village 
situated at the coast and on the one hand the river floods out into the sea. Garbage was visible 
everywhere, laying around all over town and the children were playing in waterholes full of 
waste. The population are mainly fishermen with negligible resources. Some of the waste is 
brought in from the sea and due to this, the inhabitants feel that this is out of their control. 
Based on pure observation it seems that there is lack of any collective responsibility towards the 
profuse amounts of waste lying about. While in town, we asked 13 men on their knowledge of 
recycling. The conclusion was that their knowledge about recycling is very low. 13 out of 13 men 
did not know what recycling was, but 6 out of 13 found waste to be a problem in the 
community. 5 out of 13 would recycle if they got money for it. Through a casual conversation at 
a hawker-stall, other residents stated that they know about recycling, but they did not know 
about the 3R project and the possibility of getting money for the recyclable materials. They also 
admonished that to go to Pekan with recycling materials would involve too many costs 
compared with how much they would get paid for the recycling materials, proving the SM’s 
argument on costs as a barrier for change. There have been no campaigns about recycling in this 
village. 
The laissez-fair attitude was explained by one of the 44-year-old local businessman Aua; “I don’t 
know what recycling is. But I think that I would recycle if there had been a centre in the village. 
But I am not concerned with waste and it is not a habit for me. I know that waste can lead to 
health problems, for example flies. I once complained to the chairman of the village about the 
waste, but he didn’t take my concern seriously, and I feel I can’t do nothing about the problem 
on my own” (13.11.2009). Aua does not feel that he can manage the challenge on his own, and 
when he does not feel that he is taken seriously, it only compounds the matter. Later on in the 
discussion he explains; “The community is organized where some deal with waste and some 
with security, etc. But these people do nothing and they get paid for this job. The chairman has 
to check on the person in charge, but nothing happens. People think that it is the problem of 
Alam Flora, because they get paid, and therefore it is not their own problem. There is a local 
KRT, which could take care of these problems, but the problem is, that they don’t know how to 
organize, there is no resource person who can organize people. In general waste is not a 
priority. People have other problems”. In the CFSC model (Figueroa et al. 2002), it is evident that 
there is lack of a catalyst and of community dialogue about waste. Besides the fact there are no 
social norms around waste in this fishing village, there seems to be a lack of collective 
ownership as well as collective self-efficacy towards finding a solution. 
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Left: Children playing by the coast in Kampung Kuala Pahang. Right: Garbage overflowing in the centre of 
Kampung Kuala Pahang. © Gyrup & Sørensen 
 
The lack of strong leadership is a significant factor, which influences the attitude of the 
inhabitants. It does not seem as if the authorities are very visible in the village, and those 
persons in charge of waste management are not held responsible for the overflow of public 
trash cans. Of course this lax attitude influences the way people act towards each other and the 
authority. “If you don’t feel heard, why then even bother to make an effort?” Aziz, a 37-year-old 
worker at the local Mercedes-Benz factory explains; “I don’t feel that I can make a difference. 
It’s human habit, no one wants to take responsibility. One can call for help to clean up, but the 
others must feel the same responsibility” (13.11.2009). Another detrimental aspect of the 
irregular garbage pick up by Alam Flora is the fact that disease can spread throughout the village 
due to a proliferation of rats. As Aziz pointed out, the authorities or the firm in charge of the 
waste manage to do a proper job. If they aren’t capable of doing so, why should people bother, 
because the problem is not taken seriously in general. An employee from Alam Flora, Ahmad 
Haridi, underlined the importance of the enforcement of the authorities in a community, which 
was lacking in rural towns such as Pekan. As he describes, the attitude towards waste is 
completely different in Kuala Lumpur; “In KL it is different, because the law is enforced tight, so 
people do not throw away, but here it is not the same. They are not interested in a clean town.” 
(12.11.2009). 
It would probably be fair to assume that many residents in the fishing village do not feel that it is 
their responsibility to tackle problems with waste management, or to recycle for that matter. If 
the KRT had stronger leadership and developed a communal shared vision for keeping their 
town clean, there could be a lot of potential. This demonstrates an inherent drawback in PA, to 
the extent that there must be some resourceful persons that are willing and capable of 
spearheading the necessary activities for the community at large to become engaged. Our own 
impression is that there is a tendency for people with little or no education to have a shorter 
time perspective, meaning that their view on the future does not reach that far and their 
lifeworlds mostly includes their own village. We were told that many seldom leave the village. 
Due to this limited awareness, it is difficult for them to put the waste problem into a larger 
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perspective like climate change. For some, the main preoccupation is financial. As mentioned 
earlier, 5 out of 13 fishermen would start recycling if they could make a profit.  Seen from a SM 
perspective, it is doubtful whether recycling would be motivated by a sense of duty, because in 
this community there is not strong collective bonds which bind people together. So while 
messages about a common responsibility has bigger chances for making sense and motivating 
residents in Taman Permata to recycle, it is not the case in Kampung Kuala Pahang. This shows 
that communication strategies must be highly sensitive to the cultural as well as communal 
context. This context can change even within a close geographic area and can depend upon 
education, visibility of authority, leadership, community organization, sense of ownership, etc. 
 
4.4.6 Indigenous people 
In an interview with Ahmad Kaamidi, the head of the Pekan division of Alam Flora, we were told 
that they collect waste for the whole of Pahang state, collecting about 20 tons per day. The 
Local Authorities pay for the waste collection. When we visited one of Pekan’s two landfills after 
the interview, we were told that a group of orang asli23 would sort through the waste before a 
steamroller would drive on top of the landfill, crushing and condensing the trash along the way. 
They were referred to as the ‘scavengers’, a term that dehumanizes them considerably. We 
returned to the landfill one morning and were confronted with, what seemed to us, as an 
absurd situation. Amongst several people and in the backdrop of cows, dogs, and hundreds of 
white egrets rummaging the landfill, a child24, who did not look more than 12 years old, walked 
around in the blazing heat and putrid stench. He and the other indigenous people would come 
to the landfill every single day, without any health protective gear, to collect recyclable 
materials to make a living. According to one of them, it is their primary source of income, having 
been pushed into this situation because of urban development. Therefore, the child and the 
other teenagers do not go to school. We were told by Ahmad that they could make 
approximately RM 150 to RM 200 per week, per person25. 
 
                                                          
23 Malaysian for indigenous peoples 
24 We are not sure why, but when we asked how old the boy was, we were told that he is 16 although he 
does not look as if he was 12.  Our own assumption is that they wanted to cover up the truth in case there 
were any ramifications for the fact that the boy should be in school.  Our translator was Madam Cheam 
and she was wearing a blue shirt that clearly showed that she worked for the Local Authority, which could 
have intimidated our respondent. 
25 This roughly converts to US$ 175 to US$ 235 per month, or under US$8 per day (if the information is 
correct). 
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A group of orang asli collecting recyclable material at a landfill in Pekan. © Gyrup & Sørensen 
 
So this group of people recycle although it is entirely motivated out of money. When we asked 
whether the children or young ones have chosen this way of living for themselves: “The 
government does not give us an alternative. The government decided to develop the area and 
plan construction, so the development in the area pushed us off the land and we lost our source 
of income.  This is our last opportunity to make an income” (16.11.2009). We were also told that 
they use to harvest tobacco leaves on state-owned land (which was then turned into 
development projects). In terms of their participation in society, we wanted to know how they 
viewed their own status. We were told that they feel excluded from the rest of society. As a 
woman of the age of 60 put it, “We don’t want to isolate ourselves from society but we feel that 
other people exclude us. We are willing to join but society does not accept us, there is a gap” 
(16.11.2009). The irony of this situation is that with the 3R centre, and the promotion of 
recycling, less recyclables end up in the landfills and therefore reduces the possibility for the 
orang asli to make an income. Thus, what is considered a positive development for the general 
population in Pekan is actually putting this particular group in a more vulnerable situation. It is 
evident that it is precisely for such reasons that the voices of the marginalized be included in 
decision-making in order to avoid unforeseen consequences such as this. Seen from a PA 
perspective, this leads us to reflect upon the whole aid structure of Danida, which has indirect 
consequences for a group of people who already reside in the bottom tier of society. It was 
mentioned earlier that one of the greatest strengths of the Danida ‘community initiatives’ is that 
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the projects were not imposed upon communities. As also mentioned, an inherent weakness of 
the ‘fund’ strategy is the fact that communities must have enough social capital to be able to 
participate.  
So an important question arises as to who are to defend the most marginalized or the 
vulnerable when they cannot or will not do so themselves? Who are to champion their cause? 
And how does one avoid doing so without ‘imposing’ an agenda or undermining their agency? 
There are no predetermined answers to these questions, but part of the answer depends on 
proactive individuals that are willing to take charge. One of the premises behind the Danida 
‘fund’ strategy is that the ‘community initiatives’ entail that there are some resource persons 
within the community, and this is hard to come by in a group that is already marginalized, 
illiterate, and seriously lack resources. Whether the responsibility for ensuring that such a group 
is included through Danida, or the local authority can be disputed, however, it is clear that there 
must be a mechanism for ensuring the inclusion of marginal groups, through needs 
assessments, capacity-building and so forth. It would have been appropriate for the LA to use a 
diffusion-based approach in order to disseminate knowledge of the Danida fund, and called for a 
meeting with the various interested parties. But it also begs the question as to whether anyone 
from the orang asli would have come up with a proposal idea; how should they then have been 
included? Perhaps if the orang asli had been invited to a briefing about the Danida fund and 
invited to enter into dialogue with the local authority for a project proposal, they may indeed 
have risen to the opportunity.  
However, on the opposite side of the coin, we also experienced that the general perception of 
the so-called ‘scavengers’, and the orang asli in general, was that they were given ample 
opportunities from the government to lift themselves out of poverty. Indirectly, there was some 
kind of understanding of the indigenous people as lazy (at times this was even bluntly stated to 
us), because of the fact that they did not use the possibilities offered to them. At a restaurant 
one evening, we met Shaiful Bahri, who is the KEMAS26 District Officer for the Ministry of Rural 
Development. According to him, the orang asli are given free healthcare, as well as free 
education and courses to improve their livelihoods. Despite this, the aboriginal communities 
remain ‘stuck’ due to old habits. This view corresponds to a perspective wherein culture is 
viewed as an impediment to development. As Shaiful Bahri stated, “Everything we give to them 
but they go back to their attitude, to their culture” (15.11.2009). Whether culture represents an 
impediment or not is disputable, but the heart of the matter is that there is still need for 
structural change that more effectively deals with the predicaments of the orang asli.  
 
                                                          
26 Malaysian for Peoples’ Development Department. 
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4.5 Strengths and weaknesses of communication theories: Diffusion 
vs. Dialogue 
 
Although PA has become extremely influential in development communication, one should be 
careful not to let PA be exercised in development work without critique.  Like other 
communication approaches, PA has its weaknesses. There has been considerable discussion in 
the academic literature of the ‘means/end’ ambiguity with the participatory approach (cf. Parfitt 
2004; Williams 2004; Kapoor 2005; Mohan & Stokke 2000). While some emphasize the fact that 
participation must be an end in itself, this has come under much critique because there is always 
the expectation that a development project must produce outcomes. After all, most 
development projects hinge upon the funding of donors, whom expect results for the money 
given. 
Cooke and Kothari have argued that “rather than empowering those at the grass roots, it simply 
provides alternative methods for incorporating the poor into the projects of large agencies 
which remain essentially unaccountable to those they are supposed to serve. In other words, 
participation is simply another means of pursuing traditional top-down development agendas, 
while giving the impression of implementing a more inclusive project of empowering the poor 
and the excluded” (Parfitt 2004, pp.537-538). Based on our case study, it was evident that 
although there was empowerment to a certain extent, the ‘community initiative’ did little to 
serve the poor. In fact, empowerment was given to those that were by and large already 
empowered. ‘Participation’ was superficial, in that those that did engage in recycling were 
participating in meeting an agenda, but had not participated in its making or in other decision-
making processes. Furthermore, Cooke and Kothari’s notion that PA essentially leaves 
development agencies as ‘unaccountable’ for the outcomes of a development project is by 
virtue also true to this case study, and it is an inherent drawback of PA. Part of Danida’s agenda, 
after all, was to give ‘ownership’ to the communities in question, a concept that has been 
stipulated as being conducive to sustainability.  Logical as this may seem, however, by handing 
over ownership, Danida has effectively wiped its hands clean of responsibility for the outcomes. 
It was previously mentioned that the fund strategy was in fact a great strength of the 
‘community initiative’ projects, because it allowed the communities in question to live out their 
own ideas. Ironically, it is this same strength that has led to the maintenance of the status quo, 
because it is the ‘haves’, rather than the ‘have-nots’, that have had the means to meet the 
criteria of project ‘feasibility’ when determining which projects should receive funding. Poverty 
was not a consideration in the selection criteria. 
What is interesting to note, through our discussions with the LA and inhabitants in Pekan, is that 
their perception of participation is much like the definition given below: 
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“Participation is considered a voluntary contribution by the people in one or 
another of the public programmes supposed to contribute to national development, 
but the people are not expected to take part in shaping the programme or criticizing 
its contents” 
(Economic Commission for Latin America 1973, in Parfitt 2004, p. 538).  
To that extent, participation is primarily understood as the means to reach a particular end, in 
this case being the general engagement with recycling. Because participation has been viewed 
as the means rather than an end itself, it makes sense that the design and implementation of 
the project never took power relations or structural aspects into account. The ‘means’ view has 
led to the fact that “Project design (including definition of project goals and targets) and 
management will be left largely in the hands of the traditional authorities, while the role of 
those mobilised to participate will simply be to rally around to work for the predetermined goals 
of the project” (Parfitt 2004, p. 589).  
This dilemma is also evident with the shift in emphasis in health care communication where the 
aim has been to make the distribution of power and decision-making democratic.  While this 
would ostensibly be in line with Dutta’s culture-centered approach as well as CFSC, there has 
been a division in how this has been viewed by the community in question and the 
donors/providers: “The community development movement emphasized the importance of 
involving people in their own development, while the state and its welfare institutions and 
professionals sought to transfer their responsibilities for heath care provision to individuals and 
families...” (Obregon & Mosquera, 2005). Thus, the communication deployed in Pekan, i.e. 
COMBI, centres on achieving change in individual behaviour through creating ‘effective’ and 
persuasive messages without attempting to create dialogue for change or a commensurate 
participatory process in decision-making. In all fairness, however, looking at the targeted 
‘community’ in isolation, although everyone has not participated in decision-making, there has 
been demonstrable enthusiasm for the 3R centre and other recycling-related activities.  
Obregon & Mosquera (2005) point out, that with an information and education as well as a 
COMBI approach, the most critical element is the carefully designed messages that will lead to 
individual behaviour change. And while this has led to demonstrable increases in recyclables 
being delivered to the 3R centre, as well as more individuals that do recycle, there is room for 
other means to create an impact at a more collective level such that recycling becomes a 
consolidated social norm.  Another issue with COMBI is the fact that it does not take culture into 
account because of the emphasis on the individual and the psychological foundation for 
behaviour change. With CFSC, there is room for ‘interculturality’, such that community practices 
are thought of as socially constructed, in which “meanings relating to habits, behaviours and 
attitudes are produced...” (Obregon & Mosquera 2005). With CFSC, which heavily draws on the 
participatory approach, this would translate into a focus on social mobilization particularly 
through dialogue, as well as alternative media that in turn would create further dialogue 
(Obregon & Mosquera 2005).  
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Another critical point is how to reach equal participation and if it is even possible. Is it possible 
to reach an agreement, where every part is taken into consideration? And how is this measured 
and secured, if the ‘rules of the game’ are obscure? Habermas’ concept of the deliberative 
democracy and his definition of the ‘ideal speech situation’27 (Kapoor 2002, p. 105) are 
informative to this situation, where he emphasises the need for institutionalization of regulative 
mechanisms.  In a Foucaultian perspective, panopticism is of relevance to PA because it “refers 
to the phenomenon of self-policing...and a public participatory space can be a panoptic one 
(Kapoor 2005, p. 1212). In this light, PA practices can be reinforced by this principle since 
people, particularly in a smaller community, will keep an eye on each other. However, who is 
granted the authority to decide when a project has fulfilled the participatory criteria? For 
example, Kapoor (2002) points out that “...to grant the facilitator this role bestows upon 
her/him broad discretionary powers...and superior ‘expertise’ that contradict Chambers’ stated 
need to act with transparency, honesty, humility, respect, etc.” (p. 106). As Nancy Morris (2003) 
points out, evaluating process is “complex, in part because of the lack of accepted definitions of 
community empowerment, or participation” (p. 232). Giving anyone the position to evaluate the 
participatory nature of a project leads to some control and exercise of power. That is why PA 
advocates for community members themselves to do their own evaluations (cf. Tufte & 
Mefalopulos 2009). But to create this production of legitimization (of who evaluates and how) 
needs resources, which the local communities do not necessarily have (Kapoor 2002).  
The way to reach consensus is another aspect, which is critical in PA, because here power-
relations can easily be prominent. Habermas aims for the argument-driven-consensus28, to 
assure that power is not utilized for personal gain. The argument is that the more deliberative 
the process is, the likelier it is that the consensus is accepted by all those concerned. The 
consensus is reached by collective discussion and compromise, with the aim to seek the best 
intentions for all those included (Kapoor 2002, p. 109). Although consensus may undermine 
diversity, there must be cohesion to formulate an action plan. And it is through dialogue that 
one can justify the chosen action plan through means of argumentation. Habermas believes that 
power can be minimized through dialogue and negotiation, in line with Freire.  Even though the 
overall intentions of the PA seem intrinsically good, there are many obstacles to overcome, to 
create an environment for full and equal inclusion.  
 
4.6 An evaluation of our own role as researchers 
An important aspect to make explicit, are the biases and factors that could question the validity 
and reliability of our work. For example, the accuracy of the information given to us may be 
                                                          
27 “The ideal speech situation is one in which there is uncoerced rational dialogue among free and equal 
participants: the discussion is inclusive, coercion free and open” (Chamber.2002.105). 
28 “A consensus is reached only through the (unforced) ‘force of the better argument’ (Kapoor.2002.107)  
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questionable due to the fact that we were perceived as being associated with Danida; 
informants may have wanted to put themselves or others in better light. The fact that we are 
‘evaluating’ the community inadvertently bestows authority upon us, much as the discussion 
above highlights. We have given ourselves the power to identify what we deem as 
‘participatory’ or not. Furthermore, we generalize the views of some of the informants to reflect 
the view of society in Pekan to some degree. Since our sample is quite small, our conjectures 
and the views shared with us should be viewed as ‘discussion’ and not representative of all the 
inhabitants in Pekan. Reflecting on our approach in the field, it must be stated that because we 
wanted to include all the social layers, particularly the most marginalized voices in our empirical 
pursuits, we are inherently biased by the participatory approach. Western notions of universal 
suffrage, rights and equality colours our perceptions and views of what is normative as well as 
what we look for in our research. We were particularly made aware of our bias in a discussion of 
Western ideas of ‘rights’ where in Asia there is a stronger emphasis on ‘duty’ – a reason why 
respect for hierarchy is more prevalent. In that sense, our bias towards inclusive decision-
making may be deeply flawed or may seem naive in such a context. At worst, it may seem as an 
attempt to undermine a traditional value-structure based on gerontocracy and respect for 
authority.  We have attempted to be as balanced as possible, however, we recognize that this is 
not entirely possible.  Because of our own ideological backgrounds, we have tried to give a voice 
to the marginalized in the society, and analyzed social structures which influence the reception 
of a recycling project.  
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5 Conclusion & Lessons Learnt 
 
In development communication there is no “glove” that fits all or a cookie-cutter recipe for 
success. As we have emphasized throughout the preceding chapters, the most important 
‘ingredient’ is to be mindful of all the contextual factors that may be at play. Although each 
situation may be unique, there are at least a few key lessons that can be drawn from both the 
literature and the case study that are applicable to development projects wherein community 
participation is an integral feature. 
Strengths: Overall, the ‘community initiative’ in Pekan is successful, to the degree that it has 
broadened awareness of recycling, and has the potential to initiate a snowball effect because of 
the fact that it can be used as a ‘role model’ to start other similar initiatives in Malaysia and 
elsewhere. The fact that the 3R centre is founded upon volunteerism and is entirely run by 
community members is also an inherent strength since this displays ownership and a promising 
sign of sustainability. External consultants have only acted as facilitators and have not pushed 
for any particular strategy. The fact that so many different events and campaigns have been 
deployed is also a testament to the engagement of the community members and the 
consolidation of collective self-efficacy and a new social norm. If anything the project has 
enhanced social cohesion and collective capacity, primarily in Taman Permata but also in the 
two other residential areas. As Figueroa et al. (2002) state, dialogue and the collective-action 
process “...is a learning process, in which individual members through their participation in 
community projects increase their capacity for cooperative action with one another and form 
social structures – networks, teams, leader-follower relationships – which increase the 
community’s overall capacity for future collective action” (p. 12).  
Weaknesses: The single most salient weakness of the project was not in its implementation but 
in its research and design phase. While the ‘community initiative’ in many ways is fully 
commensurate with PA, it unfortunately also masks the fact that hegemonic relations have been 
maintained, if not exacerbated. This was due to the fact the project was initiated without due-
process i.e. informing all of Pekan’s inhabitants of the Danida fund and giving all an equal 
chance to come forth with their ideas. However, it is unsure whether a similar project would 
have flourished in all societies without a requisite level of social capital. In that case, there 
should be a stronger focus on capacity-building. The fact that other voices in society have been 
pre-empted must be acknowledged for the effect that this creates. As Dutta (2007) succinctly 
states, “...the critical perspective suggests that the cultural sensitivity approach coopts the 
participatory engagement of cultural members by pushing the status quo agenda while 
simultaneously marginalizing the agendas of subaltern groups” (pp. 313-314). Furthermore, 
another potential weakness is how tied up the project is in personal networks. Although this 
may also be a strength because of the impetus it can create, it also means that if key persons 
stop exercising their leadership, the project could quickly fall apart. Furthermore, there has 
been a strong focus on diffusion-based communication as leading to behaviour change, when it 
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must be recognized that a positive attitude does not automatically translate into desired 
behaviour because of the fact that there other factors that may hinder the individual from 
fulfilling such behaviour. 
 
KEY LESSONS LEARNT 
1. A holistic approach: Although there are various communication strategies that can be 
deployed within development communication, it is evident that there is convergence to some 
degree. This is exemplified by the overlap in tactics used in both CFSC and COMBI. Thus, there is 
recognition that a multi-modal modus operandi will ultimately lead to a higher success rate than 
a static uniform approach. Another important point to keep in mind is that there is always 
‘another side to every coin’. We gave the example earlier that conferring ownership also has the 
effect of reducing responsibility: “In this way, any blame for project ‘failure’ is displaced from 
macro-level concerns, and re-localised onto ‘the people’ (as bad participants/non-participants), 
leaving the anti-politics machine free to grind ever onwards” (Williams 2004,p. 565). Being 
holistic also means exploring different options such as edutainment or media advocacy. 
2. Attention to context: Besides attention to cultural differences one must be particularly aware 
of how this translates into ideological differences especially as a foreigner. We have also earlier 
highlighted how diffusion and dialogue-based approaches come with their own strengths and 
weaknesses and therefore one should be able to justify that their use best befits the situation. 
While diffusion is perhaps the least discriminatory means of disseminating information, it does 
not change power structures or create a public sphere for marginalized voices, which PA can 
provide. But it must also be recognized that without adequate knowledge, there is little to fuel 
dialogue and participation in the first place. Both approaches can go hand in hand. 
3. Participation as BOTH means and ends: As a normative stance, there should always be a 
special focus on the most vulnerable. As Williams (2004) states, “At stake here is not merely 
participatory processes’ effectiveness in accumulating local stocks of social capital – however 
useful this may be – but also their contribution to the political empowerment of sections of the 
poor” (p. 568). Thus, whenever there is a context wherein disadvantaged groups are present, 
there must be communication that calls for structural change. The vulnerable must identify how 
they can best be supported. If participation is merely the means, then the status quo is 
maintained. Thus, one should be aware of power relations, as well as one’s own role and how 
this may compromise empirical findings. Most importantly, power in itself is not necessarily bad, 
as long as power is bestowed through a transparent and open process and based on merit.  
4. Strong leadership and social capital: Personal networks can be a powerful sphere of 
influence. This is why community dialogue is so important for social change. Furthermore, key 
resource persons must be identified. Their direct involvement is pivotal. Capacity-building, 
technical training, and education in general are also necessary provisions since success of a 
project hinges upon social capital. Again, the most vulnerable should not be left out because the 
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chances of success are lower. Then factors that would be conducive to success should be 
fostered. 
5. Incentives: Social marketing has shown how a cost/benefit analysis can determine whether 
individuals will engage in a particular behaviour. Here social pressure can play a vital role. In this 
specific case study, it was evident that proximity of the 3R centre is extremely important. This 
goes to show that people are more likely to engage in a behaviour based on the availability of 
support/resources and the closer facilities are. The further away facilities are the less likely they 
are to be used because of the costs in terms of time and transportation. Thus, incentives must 
be boosted in whatever means possible in comparison to costs.  
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Terms of Reference 
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Contacts 
 
Ib Larsen head of the Danida-SWMC  
Ms. Chen Saw Ling Consultant Perunding Uras d.s  
Soon Hun Yang Chief Executive Officer and Partner for Eco-Ideal Consulting Sdn Bhd 
Mdm. Cheam Siew Kan Assistant Environment Health Inspector, Pekan District  
Council, Team member 
Mr. Zamri bin Omar Secretary, Pekan District Council, Project leader 
Mr. Yang Berhormat Dato´Haji Abdul Basik bin Mohd Sah Pekan District Officer 
Mr. Ismailudin bin Sulaiman Secretary, KRT Taman Permata, Team member 
Mdm. Wan Khamar Binti Wan Hasbullah Team member 
Ms. Rosnanni Bte Salim Team member 
Mr. Azmi Rin Mohamad Noor Team member 
Mr. Mohd Uyop bin Abdul Aziz Team member 
Mr. Ahmad Haridi Alam Flora 
Mr. Teh Kok Siong Private recycler 
Mr. Yap Kum Swee Resident 
Ms. Yap Xin Wen Resident 
Mdm. Chua Choo Resident 
Mrs: Nor Hasidah Bakiri teacher Resident  
Ms. Mor Aknal Hafibzain Bt. Nohd Nor Resident 
Mrs. Jasmi Bt. Osman Resident 
Ms. Norasiaf Bt. Attmad Residents 
Mr. Stiadatul Aida Resident 
Mrs. Nor Hasidah Bakiri Resident  
Mr. Shaiful Bahri Kemas District Officer for the Ministry of Rural Development 
Mrs. Wan Khamar Wan Haribullah Preschool teacher 
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Mrs. Hamidah Binti Abdul Hamid Science teacher 
Mrs. Siti Syafiqah Derthy Bt. Abdullah English teacher 
Mr. Aua Resident in Kampung Kuala Pahang 
Mr. Asis Resident in Kampung Kuala Pahang 
Awang Bin Kasim Resident Tashini 
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Itinerary 
Date Day Time Activities 
11-nov-09 Wednesday 0900 - 1300 Depart to Pekan 
    1300 - 1400 Lunch 
    1400 - 1500 Check in Melati Inn Hotel 
    1500 - 1600 Visit to Muzium Sultan Abu Bakar 
    1600 - 1700 Visit to Water Transport Gallery 
12-nov-09 Thursday 0830 - 1000 Interview with Yang Berhormat Dato’ Haji Abdul Basik 
     Interview with Zamri Bin Omar 
     Interview with Cheam Siew Kan 
    1000 - 1100 Discussion 
    1100 - 1400 Lunch/ rest 
    1400 - 1500 Interview with Alam Flora Sdn Bhd 
    1500 - 1700 Site visit to TP Kelendang 
    1700 - 1900 Dinner/ rest 
    1900 - 2000 Interview with Taman Permata resident 
13-nov-09 Friday 0900 - 1000 Visit to Weaving Centre 
    1000 - 1100 Visit to Birthplace of Tun Abdul Razak 
    1100 - 1900 Free and easy 
    1900 - 2000 Interview with Mohd Uyop 
    2000 - 2100 Interview with Taman Permata resident 
14-nov-09 Saturday   Visit to Tasik Chini 
    1900 - 2000 Interview with Ismailuddin 
15-nov-09 Sunday 0900 - 1300 Operation of the centre 
    1300 - 1400 Lunch 
    1400 - 1500 Interview with Wan Khamar 
    1500 - 1600 Interview with Tmn Ketapang Mawar residents 
    1600 - 1630 Tea Break 
    1630 - 1730 Interview with Azmi 
    1730 - 1830 Interview with Tmn Sri Pekan Baru residents 
    1830 - 1900 Photo taking session 
    1900 -  Adjourn 
16-nov-09 Monday 0900 - 1200 Visit landfill. Wrap up 
17-nov-09 Tuesday 0900 - 1200 Depart to Kuala Lumpur 
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Interview Matrix 
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Field Diary 
 
12.11.09. 
Interview with  district officer Mr. Yang Berhormat Dato´Haji Abdul Basik bin Mohd Sah (Pekan District 
Officer) 
1. How to create success of the project: awareness, the level of education. It takes a long time to create 
awareness 
2. What has been the most difficult: Community acceptance, financial and participation. 
3. Social impacts of the project: Awareness. 
4. Who came up with the idea of the project? It was a joint idea of the committee the council and the 
ministry of health. The residents association were chosen to the project. They only came in, when we got 
the funding, and they just accepted the project. 
5. Could somethings have been done better? The centre is far a way from town centre. 
 
Quick points:  
• Very good for community, no practice of 3R before Danida 
• Idea is to spread to other residential areas 
• Committee: private, gov., and community 
• Success measured by participation and garbage collection 
• Education is a determining factor 
• Challenges include committee acceptance, financial constraints, participation 
 
Kommentarer til interview: Nogle gange svarede Madam Cheam, uden at Presidenten  svarede, og 
svarede på hans vegne. Det var et helt nyt projekt, og et nyt område, så det virker som om, at det på en 
eller anden måde har været nødvendig med denne top-down, fordi der hverken har været ideer eller 
andet fra beboerne. Men man har heller ikke forsøgt at skabe muligheder for at udvikle ideer.  
Det har således i høj grad været madam Cheams ide. 
 
Interview Madam Cheam Siew Kan 
What role does the president have? He is the president and district officer, and he is appointed by the 
state government. There are 20 counsels, which make politics and decisions, and no administration. Then 
there are 4 representatives, head of departments. And he is the president of head department of security 
and secretary del 3R. Furthermore, there are 11 head divisions:  
1. adm. 
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2.town planning. 
3. landscape. 
4. Urban division. 
5. Valuation 
6. buildings 
7. finance. 
8. licence 
9. enforcement. 
10. eppd 
11. one-stop centre 
They determine the policy, control new development and monitoring, urban services and branding. The 
urban service is divided into to units. They do the monitoring, inspection, give licenses.  Pekan is the 
district handling land matters. The council takes care of the waste management. What is your role in the 
project? It is to supervise and monitoring solid waste management. I am secretary of the 3R program. 
 
Quick points: 
• District office = land matters 
• District council = SWM 
• Connection with LA 21 
 
Interview Yap Kum Swee Kineser, supermarked manager, 4 døtre, hans kone er lærer. Beboer i Taman 
Sene 5 km fra Taman Permata. 
1. Did you know about recycling before the 3R project? I knew about recycling before, generally 
information. 
2. For how long have you been recycling? Recently I began recycling, before there were no opportunities. 
3. From where did you hear about the project and recycling? From the newspaper and the campaigns. 
4. What is your relation to Ismael? He is my friend. 
5. Why do you recycle? It is the influence of my daughter and wife. My wife wants to be a good example. 
6. Do you think many people in your Taman know about recycling? Yes, a lot of people know. 
7. How come, that some do not recycle? It is too expensive in gas compared to the prices for recycling.  
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8. So why do you recycle? To be a good example. When I can’t get of with it here, I drive to Kuantan (a 
town 30 minutes away) 
9.Do you think that there is a problem with waste in Pekan? Yes it is a problem with garbage in Pekan. 
Their schedule is not fixed, sometimes they come late and therefore animals eat it. The residents here are 
more educated, it is more ofskird. It is not 100% malay people here, also Vietnamese, Indians and 
Cambodians. We don’t mix around with these emigrants. They earn their living and send money back. 
They are coming here because the have no money and they stay here quite some time. The emigrants do 
not feel connected to the local community. 
 
Kommentarer til interview: Vi fandt ud af at uddannelse gør en forskel på folks adfærd. Han nævner selv, 
at det er hans kone og datter der får ham til at genbruge, fordi konen er lærer, og hun bliver nødt til at 
være et godt eksempel. Man kunne godt klassificere hende som en opinionsledere! Derfor er det vigtig at 
man starter der.  
 
Inrerview Ms. Rosnanni Bte Salim (46) chefcook at a school, 3R member, but also a discussion also with 
Mohd and Ismail. 
1. Describe if you see waste as a problem? I don’t think that there has been a big problem with waste. 
Before the project 
2. How did you try to make people aware about the project? I went from door to door to get feedback. 
3. Did you recycle before the project? No 
4. What do you think restrains people from coming to the centre?  The problem is the price, and not 
because it is situated where it is. People also come from town to recycle. If there is no campaign, with 
good prices, no one comes. 
5. Could you tell me a little more about the KRT? The KRT was founded in 2004 and is a resident 
association with 25 comity members representing the residents. 
6. I read you had some meetings within the 3R project, could you try to describe them to me? We have 
meetings every 3 month. Al lot of different topics concerning the project and forth coming campaigns. 
Here we ask the counsel to promote campaigns, and they respond, when we require it. 
7. How do you consider the sustanability of the project? I think people will support us. 
8. we follow instructions 
9. What is the motivation for recycling? Ismail answer: they do understand that it is related to 
environmental problems, but they do it because of the money. 
10. Why do you think some people do not act, when they have the knowledge? It is very difficult. It can be 
difficult to go, and one day you can have nothing. In the beginning we opened once a week, but after a 
while we changed it to 1 a month, because people didn’t have enough recycling materials. 
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Kommentarer på interview 
Hvis ikke hun ser, at der har været noget problem med skrald inden hun gik ind i projektet, må der have 
været andre årsager til, at hun ville være frivillig, evt. samvær med de andre frivillige. 
Der er et fint samarbejde mellem 3R medlemmer og the counsel, da de føler at de lytter til dem, og 
reagerer, når de har brug for det i forhold til kampagner. 
When saying that people support us, it could indicate and give some idea of why the project function, 
because the resident members help and support each other and they are not so much in it because of the 
environment. 
 
Interview Mr. Zamri bin Omar Secretary, Pekan District Council 
1. Could you explain us the difference between the district office and the council? The council work with 
town services, garbage collection, grass cutting, cleaning, draining system, public playing fields, 
infrastructure, taxi station, peoples hall, on the need of the people, and therefore in general public 
services. The district office is representing the government and public administration, politic matters. It 
has the official function for celebrations, security and police force. 
2. What has been the biggest challenge? To fulfil peoples needs. Related to the 3R project, well it is a 
small village, and some of them are not aware of the environment, and they do not take it that serious. 
People are not that highly educated.  
3. How do you make people participate? With the campaign you have to offer them something, reward 
them, when they do something to motivate them. 
4. So what message do you use? Mostly it focuses on money. Everybody know, but they don’t act. You 
have to inform and start in school. 
5. Has the project been a success? It has been a success but we need to do more. 
 
Refleksion 
Det er svært at lave et dybdegående interview med højtstående embedsmænd, da de helst ikke vil gå for 
meget i detaljer og ikke har så meget tid. Vi har ikke haft så god styr på interviewpersonernes rolle i 
projektet  og vi har spurgt mere generelt, og måske kunne vi have fået mere ud af det, hvis vi havde vidst 
lidt mere om personerne. Dette er helt klart en konsekvens af, at Chen har arrangeret, at vi skulle tale 
med disse personer, vi har i mindre grad selv haft overblik over, hvem det kunne være relevant at tale 
med. 
En anden konsekvens af at vi kom med Chen er, at vi er blevet identificeret med Danida.  
Det virker som om folk har en meget forskellig opfattelse af deres tidshorisont, hvor myndighederne har 
en langsigtet horisont, har befolkningen en kortere en. 
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Interview with Mr.  Ahmad Haridi Alam Flora 
1. How has development been in collecting waste? I have seen a decrease. And we get around 600 kg of 
recycling materials per month. 
2. Who pays for the waste collection? It is the local authority. Actually indigenous people go through the 
waste at the land field, to find recyclable materials. In this way they earn a little extra. (approx. 150 to 200 
RM per week). 
3. Do they wear any protection? No, they go in there every day. Sometimes other people pay them to go. 
We have no official agreement, but they have agreed not to lit fire in the land field. 
4. How much waste pr day? 20 tons pr. Day and the land field has enough capacity for the next 15 years. 
We berry the waste. 
5. Could you describe the culture around waste? The problem is, that there is no rubbish bin given by the 
local authorities. So there is a problem with space. But it also has to do with attitude. If you like cleanness 
you start from your home. In KL it is different, because the law is enforced tight, so people do not throw 
away, but here it is not the same. They are not interested in a clean town. The problem is education. 
Therefore we have some school programs, where we teach children about recycling.  
6. What could help changing the attitude of people? Launch enforcement of the law, education, 
infrastructure, because there is a deficit of containers. 
 
Kommentarer interview 
Interessant at han nævner at myndighederne er strengere i KL og at man derfor også har en anden 
attitude overfor affald, det vidner igen om en eller anden form for autoritær lydighed. 
 
Reflektioner 
Teori og praksis 
Participatory terminologi bliver forstået, som at beboerne deltager i de aktiviteter, som 3R Centre laver. 
Det er ikke så meget inkludering og dialog i selve opbyggelse og udførelse af selve projektet. Projektet er 
besluttet oppe fra, grundet Madam Cheams idé. 
 
Oplevelse 
Vi fandt ud af, at hvis ikke der er information, så ved folk heller ikke at det er et problem. Det er ikke 
sikkert, at de kan relatere at fiskene dør i floden med affald, og at de ikke kan forstå sammenhængen. 
Derfor kan participatory approach være godt, hvis man i samfundet selv har identificeret problemet, men 
hvis der som udgangspunkt ikke ses noget problem, hvilket især kan forekomme i fattigere områder, 
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hvordan skal man så starte en proces, man slet ikke er klar over? Participatory approach er måske godt, 
når man har identificeret, at der er et eller andet problem i forhold til skrald, og herfra kan man tage 
hensyn til folks meninger. Men hvis de ikke har nogen mening omkring problemet, hvad gør man så. Så 
må man jo netop informere dem om konsekvenserne. 
 
Teori og praksis hænger ikke altid sammen. For det virker som om man mikser mere i virkeligheden alt 
efter hvad der falder naturligt, hvilket ikke er bundet op på noget specifik teoretisk adskillelse. 
 
Metode 
1. Det kan være lidt svært at lave et individuelt interview med en person, specielt med kvinder. Vores tolk 
var ikke så god, og der var en anden ældre mand som hjalp til, og det blev ligesom mere en diskussion-
dialog mellem os alle.  Vi har også overvejet om det virkelig er godt med de individuelle interviews, f.eks. 
kvinden vi interviewede, opfattede vi som lidt usikker ved situationen, hvor vi stillede specifikke 
spørgsmål til hende, men hun blødte op efter hånden, og befandt sig bedre, da vi ligesom alle sammen 
bød ind.  På den anden side interviewede vi en kineser, vis engelsk er rigtig godt og det fungerede fint 
med ham og vi fik rigtig meget information fra ham. Så det er lidt efter situationen og folkene hvad der 
fungerer bedst, og det er ret svært at forudse, hvad der fungerer, da vi ikke har nogen idé om hvem vi skal 
tale med.  
 
Problem med gruppe interviews: at nogle nogen gange lægger ordene  i munden på de andre, hun 
forsvandt faktisk lidt hende vi skulle have interviewet, men fordi hun kunne virkelig ikke engelsk. 
 
Projektets succes 
Hvor stor en succes er projektet egentlig, da man først havde antaget, at have åbent en gang om ugen, 
men nu kun gør det en gang om måneden. Og der kommer ikke en gang meget, kun hvis der er 
kampagner.  Folk kommer kun når der er kampagner, hvordan er det bæredygtig, når danida trækker sig 
ud? Hvis ikke der er penge til kampagner. Der er som sådan ikke sket hverken en holdnings eller 
adfærdsændring, men der er opstået en mulighed. Kun med kineseren fordi hun er lærer!! Et positivt 
tegn, early adopters, og håbe på, at der er en social indflydelse, men den sker gennem vennekredse og 
skolesystemet. Det er ikke nok bare at have et center og kampagner. På skoler er det derfor meget 
inddragelse i projekter, hvor der er forældre til møder. 
 
Lavere sociale lag er immigranter fra Indonesien, Cambodja og Vietnam, hvor det er meget beskidt, 
kineseren pointerer, at det ikke er det malaysiske folk (kinesere, indere og malayer)- stært fælles 
identitet. 
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Landfill: 
Vi finder ud af, at det er de oprindelige folk, som går på lossepladsen for at sortere afflad og få penge ud 
af det. Her er det igen en mulighed og ikke en holdnings eller adfærdsændring.   
 
Repræsentation: 
Det er meget tydeligt, at vi kommer fra danida, det kan vi ikke komme uden om, men på den anden side 
giver det os også mulighed for at få adgang til ting, vi aldrig ville have haft mulighed for ellers. 
 
Samfund:  
Meget vertikale processer magt processer. Det går begge veje, lokalsamfundet kan sige, at de vil have 
flere kampagnemateriale og så sker det. Madam Cheam ville aldrig have lavet ansøgningen, hvis ikke 
Ismael havde kommet op med ideen om den forladte kindergarden – tilfældigt at han var venner med 
Agment. Der eksisterer nogle ressource personer, med en stærk KRT – civil association, som gør det muligt 
at starte et projekt overhovedet. Det nytter ikke noget, at det kun er top-down.  Community projekt vil 
komme op at stå ved social kapital. Det går  imod den gamle tror på at projektet er bæredygtigt. Men 
også vigtig med finansiering. 
 
Horisontale: Det er lokale, som selv driver centret, 
 
I det hele taget var der ikke fokus på affalds i Pekan, inden man blev gjort opmærksom på det af danida. 
 
Det er meget tydeligt at der er magtstrukturer i samfundet, Hvor faktisk i hvert fald kinesere og malajer 
lever på lige fod, men hvor det er immigranterne og de oprindelige folk. som er marginaliserede og ikke 
får en stemme. F.eks. var det ved en tilfældighed, at vi fandt ud af at oprindelige folk sorterede affald på 
lossepladsen uden beskyttelse. 
 
Problem: Vi kan ikke række særlig langt ud i byen, fordi vi taler med prominente medlemmer, der har en 
relation til ham. De personer vi bliver præsenteret for har altid en relation til Ismael og de er blevet 
inddraget af ham, og har en interesse i forhold til ham. 
 
Kontekstafhængig 
Der skal være en timing: Hvis ikke tilfældigvis Ismail og konsulenten ikke kendte hinanden, ville Madam 
Cheam ikke have skrevet ansøgningen. Så selv om man forsøger at skabe ideelle omstændigheder 
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omkring et projekt, kan man ikke styre alt i en processen, og succesen af projektet afhænger i sidste ende 
af konteksten og hvordan de forskellige parter er involveret i projektet. 
 
Teori 
Harbermas bruger vi kun hans syn på dialog og Foucault i forhold til at vi er klar over magtrelationer. 
 
Målgruppe 
Det virker ikke til, at de marginaliserede grupper bliver givet særlig megen opmærksomhed i forhold til 
denne problematik. Men man må også spørge sig selv, hvor det giver mest mening at starte en sådan 
projekt op, når man skal ændre et helt samfunds attitude og vaner i forhold til skrald. Der bliver man 
måske nødt til at starte et sted i middelklassen for at få fat i first movers. 
 
13.11.09 
3 Discussion groups and individual interviews local school 
Children 11 years old. 16 children two of them are boys. Only 1 girl of none-Malay decent (perhaps 
Indian). Started learning English at the age of 7, 3 hrs/day. Different uniforms single different tasks. 
Purple: library, pink: teacher prefects, white: regular. 
 
What is recycling? 
Group1: Processing waste to produce new objects. 
Group2: Waste for producing new materials. 
Group3: Recycle means to process old things to make new things such as news papers, cans. 
 
Where did you learn about recycling? 
Once a year campaign, books, internet, encyclopedia, teachers, books, etc. 
 
Why should you recycle? 
Environment and health, save money, mother nature, reduce pollution. 
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Do you recycle at home? 
1. My father does recycle newspapers. 
2. My family recycle newspapers, cans bottles. My mother organizes and my father bring it to the 
recycling centre. 
3. Yes, my father goes to the centre with newspapers, bottles, magazines. 
4. My father sells old things. Paper, bottles and cans. 
5. My father sells old things. Thin, paper, bottles and newspaper. 
6. My family organize the recycling materials like empty bottles, cans and the workers come collect them. 
7. My family recycle newspapers and people from the centre come collect the materials door by door. 
8. Yes we recycle newspaper, paper, bottle and plastic. 
9. We recycle waste materials and send it to the centre. 
10. We recycle newspaper at the recycling centre. 
11.We separate waste and send it to the centre. 
12. yes 
13. We make handy craft from newspaper we send bottles and cans to the 3R centre and my mother 
organize the waste. 
14. My mother sells newspapers, bottles and cans and sends it to the centre. 
15. Yes we send newspaper, cans and plastic to the recycling centre. 
16. We make handy craft of the newspapers   
 
Kommentarer til interview 
Vi brugte et miks a metode for både at fremme det deltagende aspekt og dialogen men vi ønskede også 
børnenes individuelle svar, hvor vi gik rundt og spurgte hver enkelt. 
Det er lettere at forandre holdninger hos børn, som ikke har udviklet så mange vaner og meninger. Dette 
er lige præcis udfordringen ved resten af befolkningen . 
 
 
Group interview 3 Teachers 
Mrs.Wan Khamar Wan Haribullah, Preschool 
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Mrs.Hamidah Binti Abdul Hamid, Science 
Mrs.Siti Syafiqah Derthy Bt. Abdullah, English 
 
When was English introduced in the school system? Recycle was introduced in 1995 in science classes. It 
was a government initiative nationwide. 
The children talked about activities in school, could you describe them? 3 Years a go we started a 
recycling day, where we collect news papers, organize competitions, build models and we had a carnival 
of recycling products, we talk about saving the environment, 3R, we make pensile holders and booklets. 
When to the children begin to learn about recycling? When they are 10 years old. 
What kind of effect does the teaching have? The children teach the parents from the lower background, 
and in this way the also get aware of it. The middleclass parents know about recycling from the 
newspaper and adverstisment. 
 
Oplevelse- malai kvinde 
En malay kvinde står ved vejkanten sammen med hendes to sønner for at fiske. Hendes eneste indkomst 
er de 400 ringet, hun modtager fra staten hver måned, lige omkring fattigdomsgrænsen. Hun forsøger at 
få en ekstra indtægt fra fiskeri i vejkanten. Hun har en kræftsyg mand og 4 børn. For 1 kg, omkring 10 fisk 
tjener hun 8 ringet og på en god dag kan hun fiske 20. Vi spurgte os selv, hvordan skal hun have 
ressourcer til at genbrug? Det måtte være svært for hende at overkomme. På vores vej tilbage fra 
fiskerbyen møder vi hende og hendes mand med fiskestang, fisk i spanden og en pose fuld af plastic 
flasker. Hun viste altså godt, at man kunne få penge for flaskerne, hvilket var motiv for hende at gøre 
denne indsats. Det er Lory affald som henter genbrugsmaterialet i hendes landsby. Hun føler dog stadig, 
at hun får for lidt for flaskerne. Ismael informere hende om, at på søndag holder 3R centret åbent og der 
kan hun få en bedre pris, men der er for langt til at det kan betale sig at komme. 
 
Fiskerby Kampung Kuala Pahang: 
En fiskerby ved flodbredden lige ved udmundingen til havet. Vi går rundt i byen og ser en masse skrald 
ligge og flyde. Befolkningen er fiskere og lever derfor også under ringe kår. Der bliver lavet mad på bål og 
der er hele tiden en sød indestængt lugt af affald, børn leger i beskidt og forurenet vand. Først tror vi, at 
det er befolkningen selv, der sviner så meget. Jeg kommer i snak med en lokal beboer Asis som er 37 som 
arbejder på den lokale Mercedes Bench fabrik. Det viser sig, at han i forhold til resten af byen har en 
forholdsvis høj uddannelse, da han har været på et 3 måneders langt uddannelsesforløb i Tyskland og 
taler forholdsvis godt engelsk. 
Jeg spørger ham, hvorfor der er så meget affald på stranden som der er, og han forklarer mig, at det bliver 
skyllet op fra havet, især nu hvor der er monsun er det meget slemt. Jeg spørger ham yderligere om skrald 
er et problem i byen og han siger ja. Jeg begynder at spørge ind omkring genbrug, og han ved ikke, at man 
kan få penge for genbrug, men mener stadig ikke at det ville kunne betale sig at sortere, da han skal hele 
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vejen ind til Pekan for at aflevere det. Det bliver dyrere i benzin end, hvad han kan få for affaldet. Men 
hvis de havde et centre i byen og han kunne få penge for affaldet, ville han gøre det. Han kender dog godt 
til ordet genbrug og kan fortælle at man kan genbruge f.eks flasker. Men der har ikke været nogen 
kampagner i hans by, og normalt kommer folk ikke uden for byen ind til Pekan, hvilket betyder at de ikke 
bliver mødt af de kampagner Jeg spørger ham ind til grunden for, hvorfor der er så meget skrald her, og 
han siger at problemet er, at ingen vil tage ansvaret human habit, no one wants to take responsanility Han 
føler ikke at han er i stand til selv at gøre en forskel. Og han forklare det sådan ”People, one call fore help 
to clean up, but the others must feel the same responsability”. Han kan yderligere bekræfte, at folk er 
uvidende omkring, at noget skrald kan være giftigt.   Jeg spørger yderligere om folk ville sortere affald 
gratis, hvis der var et center i byen , og det mener han ikke at de vil. Generalt they think more on cost, 
how many costs, a waste of time”. Jeg spørger ham om vi kan lave en håndsoprækning blandt de mænd 
der sidder og spiller brætspil.  Der sidder 13 mænd. 
1. Is waste a problem: 6 mener det er et problem 
2. What is recycling? 13 mænd ved ikke hvad det er, og kigger meget mærkeligt på mig, som om jeg er 
mærkelig, hvorfor jeg stiller disse spørgsmål. 
3. If they got money, would they recycle? 5 yes. 
 
Senere taler jeg med en forretningsmand Aua som er 44 år. Han sælger både og fisk. 
He doesn´t know what recycling is. But he thinks, that he would recycle if there had been a centre in the 
village. But he is not concerned with waste and it is not a habit for him. He knows that waste can lead to 
health problems and he mentions flies. He once complained to the chairman of the village about the 
waste, but he didn’t take his concern seriously, and he feel he can’t do nothing about the problem on his 
own.  
Discussion betewwn Asis,Ismael Aua. 
They tell that the community is organized where some deal with waste and some with security ect. But 
these people do nothing and they get paid for this job. The chairman has to check on the person in 
charge, but nothing happens. People think that is the problem of Al Flora, because they get paid, and 
therefore it is not theirs. There is a local KRT, which could take care of these problems, but the problem is, 
that they don’t know how to organize, there is no resource person, who can organize people. In general 
waste is not a priority, people have other problems. 
 
Kommentarer til interview 
Der er således tegn på, at der er mennesker, der ønsker at gøre noget aktivt i det lille samfund, men 
problemet er at de ikke har ressourcerne til det. Det er derfot svært og måske endda urealistisk at stable 
et 3R centre på benene her, hvis proceduren er den samme som i Tamam Permata, da folk ikke har 
samme uddannelsesniveau her og ikke er i stand til at organisere sig. Participatory approach vigtigt aspekt 
her gennem læring! 
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Affald skylder op fra floden, og det er derfor ikke beboernes ansvar. De føler ikke, at de har kontrol over 
situationen. For hvad hjælper det, hvis de organisere sig, vil myndighederne så lytte tl dem. Ikke alle i 
byen har social kapacitet eller uddannelse der kan understøtte et projekt, hvor det netop er essentielt 
med en ressourceperson. 
Hvorfor røre klamt affald, når man kan sidde og spille, ryge en smøg og småsnakke. 
 
Group interview with Chinese fanily  
Zxc1: Ms.Yap Xin Wen 21 student accounting 
Zxc2: Mrs.Chua Siew Choo 47 Teacher 
 
1. Where did you first learn about recycling? 
Zxc1: In primary school. 
Zxc2. About 10 years. 
2. What do you recycle?  
Zxc2: Newspapers, cans. 
Zxc1: We make things of recycling materials for competitions. Recycling is made the theme of the 
competition.  
Zxc: Who organize these competitions?  
Zxc1: The competitions are organized by the press at national level. This competitions takes place once a 
year. We use news papers to make a scrap book. And I participate in many competitions like these. 
Zxc2. At a traditional Chinese festival  we use recycling in the competitions. 
Does people know about recycling? 
Zxc2: Most people know, but they don’t take part. They don’t feel it is their responsibility. But still 
knowledge is very low 
Zxc1: The government have done some initiatives, but they don’t work. 
Do you have any subjects in your school about recycling? 
Zxc2: There is not a specific subject, but sometimes we include small subjects. We try to encourage the 
children to recycle.  
Like in the Malay schools do you have a recycling day? 
 81
Zxc2: No. We educate the children to collect paper in the school. We active use recycling but we explain 
to the students how to do it. 
Do you have an idea of how many families at your school recycle? 
Zxc2. There are many young parents and they are educated. We teach students to do handicraft and scrap 
books and they explain it to their parents. 
Do you think it is complicated to recycle? 
Zxc2: It is not complicated to recycle, you just have to get used to it.  
Do you think in general that there is a problem with waste? 
Zxc2: The problem in Pekan there is a problem with waste. The reason is lack of knowledge. You could 
prevent it by using media, newspapers and tv. 
Have you seen the 3R campaigns? Concerning the schoolchildren give them an assignment or a 
competition. Because people like to compete. By campaigns maybe people get bored. 
Zxc2: No I have not seen the campaigns. 
Could you describe the culture on waste here? 
Zxc2: For the Chinese it is a habit not to waste. Everything has to be saved. We all teach our children to 
save, everything possible. 
How would you describe your Taman? 
Zxc2: It is peaceful, where everyone liege together. Most have a high education some are teachers. The 
majority is Malay people only 3 Chinese families. 
 
Kommentarer til interview 
Kinesernes forhold til genbrug er en lidt anden end hos Malajerne, og genbrug  bliver det implementeret 
aktivt i den kultur og den made man behandler skrald på skolen,  men ikke så meget undervisning. Denne 
familie er en del af Ismaels netværk og kender derfor også til 3R centre tog burger det grundet denne 
relation. 
Ud fra hvad hun siger er måden at få folk til at gøre noget ved at uddanne dem via medierne med 
information, men det hun faktisk selv gør er, at hun involverer børnene aktivt, og forklarer ikke så meget 
selv. Men der må være denne generelle forståelse/diskurs at diffusion og det at andre folk siger hvad man 
skal gøre, er den måde man får folk med på. Det er ikke så meget at man engagere folk. 
Når moderen nævner konkurrence som et muligt værktøj kan det i høj grad forstås ud fra hendes kultur, 
da kineserne generelt er meget konkurrence mennesker, hvilket de lærer fra barnsben. Så kampagnerne 
virker måske ikke så godt på kinesere, som det evt. Gør ved andre befolkningsgrupper. 
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Reflektioner 
Målgruppe og budskab 
Middelklassen: Mange er bevidste om genbrug, men det er ikke blevet til en vane endnu. 
Fattige:  Generelt har vi oplevet, da der er forskellige måder at anskue fremtiden, hvilket også er med til at 
gøre det sværere at ændre på bestemte folks adfærd. Eller det gør i hvert fald at kommunikationen og 
budskabet skal være forskelligt alt efter gruppe.  Det er især de fattige, som har en meget kort 
tidshorisont, som primært drejer sig om at overlevelse og derfor om indtjening. Derfor er de meget 
fokuseret på det finansielle aspekt. Fokus på penge bliver også brugt hos middelklassen, og der er som 
sådan ikke blevet informeret om mere overordnede problemstillinger for skrald inden for denne gruppe. 
Men her har folk alligevel en opfattelse af, at det er godt for miljøet. De går ikke i specifikke detaljer med, 
hvad præcis der er godt for miljøet, men de har en idé. Men fra at vide dette, til at det alene er en 
motivationsfaktor for at genbruge er ikke tilstrækkelig. Hvis vi sammenligner med et andet projekt, som er 
situeret i en af forstænderne til KL, har man haft succes med kompostering. Her får folk ingen penge ud af 
det. De får muld til haven, men her er motivationen langt mere drevet af at gøre noget godt for miljøet og 
for at reducere lossepladserne. Så er spørgsmålet blot, om man udelukkende sigter på målet i at få folk til 
at handle som i social marketing, eller om det er midlet og dermed at hele befolkningen får opbygget en 
solid viden om miljøbevidsthed. Den malaysiske regering er dog godt i gang med at opbygge denne 
miljøbevidsthed blandt de yngre generationer med undervisning i skolerne. Men der mangler stadig en 
gruppe af folk.  
 
Patricipatory 
Hvis der ikke er engagement fra befolkningen, nytter det ikke noget. Hvis de ikke selv tager initiativ er det 
stadig outsidere, der kommer ind, men i sidste ende ville det være den første vej, der ville være den mest 
bæredygtige. Så er spørgsmålet om den har effekt? Uddannelse af børn, har en virkning, letpåvirkelige, 
men sværer når man bliver ældre. Man skal starte ud med at få skabt en bevidsthed omkring skrald, som 
f.eks. fiskerne ikke har. 
 
Metode 
Vi lader det der fungere styre og ikke metoden. 
 
Skole 
Diskussionsgrupper. Børnene påvirker hinanden og nogle af dem kommer med de samme svar. Nogle løg 
formodentlig. Det var lettere at sige det samme svar, at man genbruger, da det er den anerkendte diskurs. 
Det er klart at det er den diskurs der bliver lært på skolen. Det er pinligt at være uden for. 
 
Ressource mangel 
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I forhold til Madam Cheam. Hun og resten af myndighederne ved, at der mangler oplysning, men de er 
ikke inde i metoder. Her kunne Danidas og NGO´ers rolle være vigtig. De kan komme med forslag til 
praktisk opbygning af kampagner.....og projekter, hvilket de forsøger med den eksterne konsulent. 
 
14.11.09 
Oprindelige folk 
Awang Bin Kasim 53, fra Tashini søen... 
Oprindelige folk brænder skrald. Der er ingen infrastruktur mht. skrald, så der er ingen ordning med 
afhentning. De brænder det frem for at smide det i søen. Kampagnerne når ikke ud til denne befolkning.  
1. He knows the word recycling, but he don’t know what it means. 
2. There are 5 families consisting of 28 people, all relatives in the village. 
3. The children study in the local school. 
4. During daytime they make rubber and depending on the weather they go fishing. 
5. The government build the toilet for them, and the machine to pump the water from the lake. 
 
 
Interview Ismailudin bin Sulaiman 47 (1963), member of UNMO, but not active as a volunteer, member of 
the local KRT, member of 3R centre and works in the local bank, takes part in the local “security/police 
force in Taman Permata) every Saturday and sometimes on Wednesday too from 24.00 until 03.00. Wife 
and 4 children, he has no education besides high school but is educated within a bank. 
1.How did the project take it´s beginning? (Refer to Mdm. Cheam) 
2.How do you organize campaigns? I go to the local newspaper Sinar Pekan and through the newspaper 
we tell about recycling. 
3. Could you tell me about the study tour in the process of designing the project? At I went (with the 
committee.)  to Petaling Jaya. After that, I arranged a study tour for the rest of the members of the KRT to 
go on a half day trip, to build up knowledge within the committee.  
4. Why are you so active? I feel it is my duty and my responsibility. 
5. How did you get started with the project? First I met with Madam Cheam and 4 members. And then the 
first activity we organized was, that the residents came with trash and the KRT members sorted it. Then 
we organized a festival and a lot of people came. 
6. How come so many came? Because of the good price- 
7. Are you satisfied that you engaged in the project? I am still happy, that I worked do hard on the project. 
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8. How do you consider the sustainability of the project? If I can’t work anymore at the centre, someone 
else can take over. There are other resource persons. I have taken care of it by educating the other 
members. 
9. What do you get out of the project? Maybe when I pass away, it (benefit) won’t come to me but to my 
daughters to my family. 
10.How come you think like this? Because of my personality. 
11. How often do you have meetings? Every 2-3 month. 
 
Kommentarer til interview 
Ismail viser i interviewet, at han har en helt anden tidshorisont en så mange andre. Han regner ikke med 
et resultat i morgen, men måske om et år, eller måske først når han er død. Han kan have fået dette 
forhold til tid via banken. 
En an grundende til at de har sådan en stærk KRT organisation er på grund af den sociale atmosfære.  
 Ismail har været vores guide alle dagene og vi har været en del af hans familie. Han ser meget positivt på 
projektet og forsøger virkelig at give sin viden videre til bade sin familie det lille lokalsamfund. Han 
forsøger også at komme ud over dette, da han altid har el flyer med i bilen og deler ud, så snart han får 
mulighed for det. Det var hans idé med den efterladte børnehave, de kunne bruge til centret. 
 
 
Refleksioner 
Problem ved fiskerlandsbyen og grunden til at de ikke føler noget ansvar, kan være fordi de ikke ser eller 
mærker til myndighederne i byen. Heller ikke når de forsøger at kontakte myndighederne omkring skrald 
sker der noget. Så de føler ikke at de bliver hørt eller taget seriøst, da der ikke sker noget. 
 
Samfund og sameksistens og respekt 
Selvom Pekan hovedsagelig er befolket af Malaj folk, eksisterer der stadig en stor accept af hinandens 
kulturer, og de forskellige ”racer” mikser. De er venner, arbejder sammen. Der er plads til forskellighed til 
en vis grad, idet en Malaj person aldrig vil kunne konvertere. Dette betyder, at hvis der er en i forholdet 
som skal konvertere bliver det nødt til at være den andne part, ellers vil malaj familien slå hånden af den 
person som vil konvertere væk fra Islam.  
 
15.11.09 
Observationer på 3R centre 
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Et medlem af 3R centret har været rundt i byen, for at rense den for genbrugsaffald. Han har sine 3 børn 
med. Han kører bilen ind i indkørslen og begynder at læsse af. Med en lille vægt vejes al skrald og han får 
herefter betaling for skraldet.  Efterfølgende bliver skraldet organiseret og sat på rette plads.  Inden for i 
bygningen er der pap og papir og uden for under halvtaget står alle flasker, plastic, metal og aluminium.  
Der er 3 3R medlemmer på arbejde, og de fordeler arbejdet mellem at tage imod skrald veje og betale.   
De fortæller mig, at de har haft nogle problemer med flasker, da der ikke er nogen som ønsker at tage 
imod dem her i Pekan, så de bliver nødt til at sende dem til Kuantan til et andet Danida projekt, da det 
nærmeste genbrugs center er i Kuantan.  
Når der kommer folk for første gang, får de en fin stofpose med en mappe med info om genbrug. Dette er 
en oplagt måde at sprede viden på, og samtidig give en lille belønning for at de er kommet, hvilket kunne 
motivere dem til at komme igen. 
 
En anden grund til at folk kommer til 3R centret i dag er, at der er en religiøs festival, som gør at folk 
gerne vil have ryddet op i deres hus til festivalen. 
 
Aktiviteten i 3R centeret skaber en tydelig opmærksomhed i det lille samfund, hvor børn cykler frem og 
tilbage for at se, hvad der sker og hvor meget der bliver indsamlet. På den måde lærer børnene fra små af, 
når de ser deres forældre gøre det, og det bliver en naturlig søndagsaktivitet en del af deres hverdag og 
deres praksis. 
 
Det er et meget lille samfund, hvor alle ved, hvad alle laver. F.eks. at Carina og jeg løber en tur i den lokale 
palmeolieplantage skaber megen opmærksomhed. Folk ringer til rundt og afrapporterer vores færden. På 
samme måde må nyheder og aktiviteter cirkulerer rundt i beboelsesområdet, og på den måde er denne 
måde for nyheds overbringning med til at skabe opmærksomhed omkring emnet.  Det er derfor i lige så 
høj grad lokalt netværk, som er med til at sprede nyheder og viden i dette samfund. 
 
En motivation for at børnene deltager er i høj grad også grundet pengene, så de får råd til at tanke 
mobilen op eller kan købe lidt slik.  
Centret har åbent 1 gang om måneden med 2 til 3 på centret. 
 
Det er hovedsageligt drenge som kommer med genbrugsmateriale. Pigerne er inde i huset for at klare de 
hjemlige gerninger. For det meste ser vi også kun drengene lege rundt ude på den lokale legeplads og 
fodboldbane, hvilket i grunden afspejler meget godt den rolle fordeling der er i dette lille samfund. Hvor 
kvinderne hovedsageligt befinder sig i hjemmet og mændene tager sig af de offentlige opgaver. 
Vi spørger en dreng, hvorfor han ikke kommer med aviser og han fortæller, at hans mor bruger dem til at 
lave vaser og stole af i stedet for. 
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Ismail forsøger virkelig at lære fra sig og give videre både til samfundet og til sine børn. Hele dagen har 
han været sammen med os og planlægger alle aktiviteter og interviews. Senere på aftenen spillede vi kort 
med nogle ældre herre fra KRT og fra kl.24 – 03 var Ismail med tamanens sikkerheds korps på rundfart, for 
at sikre området, hvilket også er frivilligt. 
 
Fordelingen af folk som kommer: 
4 mænd fra Taman Permata, hvoraf 2 har deres børn med. 
1 mand som er 3R medlem. 
4 mænd som er medlemmer af KRT 
1 kvinde fra den lokale myndighed. 
4 børn fra Taman Permata, hvoraf 1 er en pige. 
3 fra mænd kommer fra byen, hvor det alle sammen er første gang de kommer. De har primært fået en 
champagne seddel fra Ismail.  2 af dem har børn med. De kommer på grund af dagens gode kampagne 
priser. 
 
 
Spørgsmål til beboerne 
Metode: Vi vil gerne spørge om beboerne føler sig inkluderet i processen, hvilket kan være et  lidt svært 
spørgsmål for dem at svare på. Det har vi i hvert fald oplevet tidligere, at de ikke rigtig kan forholde sig til.  
Vi fandt ud af spørgsmålene i fællesskab med 3R medlemmer – dialogbasseret teknik, fælles diskussion. 
 
Answers from the audit of compost bin (translated from Bahasa Malaysia to English) 
Questions: Taman Sri Pekan Baru 
1. What is ‘3R’? 
2. Where is the 3R centre located? 
3. Have you been to a 3R centre? 
4. Do you practice recycling? Why? 
5. Do you know that you can get some money from recycling? 
6. What do you do with the magazines, books and old newspapers? 
7. What is the benefit of recycling? 
8. Have you ever get direct talk/information about 3R from any party? 
9. What are your suggestions to improve 3R? If yes, how? If no, why? 
Answers: 
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Respondent 1: No. 8, salary = RM 600.00, race: Malay 
1. Recycle, Reduce, Reuse 
2. Taman Permata 
3. No  
4. No, it is far away 
5. Yes  
6. Thrown away or burnt 
7. Will not dirty the house compound 
8. Yes 
9. Yes, to organize waste collection weekly 
Respondent 2: No. 9, Taman Seri Pekan Baru, race: Malay, salary = RM 2,000.00 
1. Reduce, Reuse, Recycle 
2. Taman Permata 
3. No  
4. To keep the environment clean 
5. Yes  
6. Recycle at 3R centre 
7. Our housing area will be clean from waste/rubbish 
8. No as there is no 3R centre  
9. You have the answer 
Respondent 3: No. 12, age: 36 years old 
1. Recycle, Reduce, Reuse 
2. Taman Permata 
3. No  
4. Yes, it can prevent environmental pollution 
5. Yes  
6. Sold 
7. To prevent the waste/rubbish from being thrown everywhere  
8. Yes 
9. Yes, to prepare 3R bins at each or organize waste collection weekly 
Respondent 4: No. 16, age: 22 years old 
1. Recycle, Reduce, Reuse 
2. Taman Permata 
3. No  
4. Yes, it can prevent environmental pollution 
5. Yes  
6. Sold 
7. To prevent the waste/rubbish from being thrown everywhere  
8. Yes 
9. Yes, to prepare 3R bins at each or organize waste collection weekly 
Respondent 5: No. 24, age: 17 years old 
1. Recycle, Reduce, Reuse 
2. Taman Permata 
3. No  
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4. Yes, it can prevent environmental pollution 
5. Yes  
6. Sold 
7. To prevent the waste/rubbish from being thrown everywhere  
8. Yes 
9. Yes, to prepare 3R bins at each or organize waste collection weekly 
Respondent 6: No. 26, Taman Seri Pekan Baru, salary= RM 720.00 (retiree) 
1. Recycle, Reduce, Reuse 
2. Taman Permata 
3. No  
4. No, it is far away 
5. Yes  
6. Thrown away or burnt 
7. Will not dirty the house compound 
8. Yes  
9. Yes, to organize waste collection weekly 
Respondent 7: No. 27, Taman Seri Pekan Baru 
10. Response, Relax, Recycle 
11. No, I don’t know as there is no 3R centre at my place 
12. No as there is no 3R centre at my place 
13. Yes, I want to keep the surrounding area of my house clean  
14. You have the answer 
15. Burnt 
16. Keep the environment clean 
17. No as there is no 3R centre  
18. I don’t understand your question 
Respondent 8: No. 48, Alam Flora (RM 1,500.00) 
1. Recycling, Reduce, Reuse 
2. Taman Permata 
3. Yes, I have been there before 
4. Yes, to get money 
5. Yes  
6. Sold  
7. It can save costs 
8. No  
9. Yes, it can clean our environment 
 
Tamam Permata 
Mor Aknal Hafibzain Bt. Nohd Nor Student 16 years old 
1. recycle, reduce and reuse 
2. Taman Permata 
3. Yes I know! 
4. Yes I practice recycling 
5. Yes I know. 
6. Collect and send it to recycling centre. 
7. Help to reduce the usage of nature, raw material. 
8. Yes, I have. 
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9. In crease 3R campaigns and provide more 3R centres. 
 
Jasmi Bt. Osman 57 years old, housewife and with help fromher daughter Norasiaf Bt. Attmad 
24 years old. 
1. recycle 
2. Tamam Permata 
3.Yes 
4. yes. 
5. for envirnment, 
6. Send it to the 3R centre. 
7. Cleaning of the world and save resources. Don’t have to cut another tree. 
8. Yes 
9. Yes, we should provide more 3R centers. Maybe we could give more info for citizens about 
safety of the environment. 
 
Stiadatul Aida 17 years old student 
1. recycling 
2. At Pekan there is a 3R centre. 
3. Yes, 3R centre is also provided in Taman Permata, so it is easy for me to reach one. 
4. Yes, I practice recycling so that the materials can be processed again. 
5. Yes, we can get money from recycling. 
6. I will make handicrafts such as chairs and tables. 
7. It can reduce throwing of waste. 
8. No 
9. Increase recycling programs and cources. 
 
Taman Ketapang Mawar 
 
Anonymous 
1. Knowledge of 3R quite low. Still use plastic. Throw rubbish everywhere. Early 2000 gov. 
initiative 
2. TP but is almost always closed. Saw a small campaign. Didn’t know the centre was open 
today 
3. Yes 
4. Yes, seen documentaries on TV 
5. Yes 20 cents per kilo for plastic bottles. 65 cents per kilo for metal. Although not in it for the 
money. 
6. Collect magazines and sell to centre or give to garbage man. Gov. has explained toxicity of 
burning paper. 
7. In urban areas garbage collected by garbage man. In rural, they collect it and burn it. Have to 
put garbage in a specific place for it to get collected. Have to call municipal gov. to remind 
them that garbage men need to come. Use threat of newspaper exposure. 
8. No, mostly from TV, multimedia, little from community. Very little campaign. Didn’t have big 
meetings to invite everyone. Village chief should engage community. 
9. Most important thing is that everyone have knowledge about recycling – deeply. And law 
should be enforced. They called us in for one meeting only in the beginning. There’s no 
commitment from village chief. 
 
Nor Hasidah Bakiri teacher Malay 39 years old. 
1. Recycle, reduce and reuse 
2. Taman Permata 
3. Never 
4. Yes, but I don´t know why. 
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5. Yes 
6. Old news papers and old magazines. 
7. I get money 
8. From my neighbour. 
9. No I didn´t know. 
 
Illiterate Frehein Indian women 28 years old, not married, live with stepfather. Vent to school 
only until she was 9. Very poor. 
 
1. Recycle, reduce, reuse 
2. Taman Permata 
3. Never 
4. Did not know about 3R before and I do not recycle. 
5. Yes, I know I can earn money, but no time, work from 7 am to 7 pm in a factory. 
6. My brother sells news papers and magazines but I don´t know where. 
7. Don´t know. 
8. The advertisement that my neighbour gave me. 
9. I don´t know. 
 
Interview Azmi Rin Mohamad Noor 51 år, bor i Taman Sri Pekan Baru, medlem af 3R centre, skole 
inspektør, specialist i matematik, tre koner og 17 børn. 
1. Do you help at the centre? No, but I help with the campaign and the meetings. I distributed handouts at 
the door to door campaigns. 
2. Do you think, that the residents know about the 3R centre in Taman Permata? Yes of course. 
3. Do you have any KRT organisation at your Taman? No 
4. How did you get involved in the project? I am the chef/chairman of my taman. Ismael knew me, so he 
asked me to join the project, because they had to include 3 tamans in the project. 
5. Why do you think that people do not recycle? The problem is attitude. If the residents are asked to 
come, they do. They have to be pushed to come. They do not come by them selves. Without any money, 
they would never come. No money, no service. 
6. Does the residents know about how to recycle? Yes some does, but they can’t change their attitudes. 
7. Which taman is most active? Taman Permata, because it is the most populated one. It is not because of 
the distance to Taman Permata, but it is because of the attitude. If they can earn much money, they will 
come. But still it because the centre is here, they get reminded on daily basis on the recycling. In the other 
Tamans, someone else have to remind them. People only come, when you tell them to come.  
8. Do you think this project is sustainable? It depends on the chairman and give them some courses. The 
problem is that they navigate in their comfort zone and nothing forces them to change. 
9. What about involving the poor people? We have to include them, because they need food. We have to 
give them information and remind them. Door to door or gatherings is a possibility. Because they don't 
know how. You have to remind them at least. You could also tell about recycling at the mosque. 
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10. Do you think they will come? Yes if there is food. 
 
Kommentarer til interview 
At folk kun kommer, når man siger at de skal, viser noget om forholdet til autoriteter i samfundet. At det 
kan være en grund til at gøre det, frem for viden. Han mener således at det i høj grad bør være initiativer 
oppe fra, der får folk til at genbruge. Men spørgsmålet er så, om det er bæredygtigt, når det ikke er af 
folks egen vilje, at der skal ske en forandring. Hvis man går ud fra, at samfundet i høj grad fungerer i 
forhold til autoriteter, ville budskabet måske have store effekt, hvis lige netop en imam fortalte budskabet 
videre. Og dette ville som i kinesernes tilfælde blive lidt en kombi, hvor man forsøger at indføre nye 
tankegange via traditioner og kontekster som er velkendte, og anerkendt, og på den made skabe 
opmærksomhed. 
 
Interview kvinde Wan Khamar Binti Wan Hasbullah skolelærer i engelsk.  
1. How are you related to the project? I am a member of the3R centre and the comity and also a member 
of my KRT, which collaborate with the KRT in Taman Permata. 
2. Do you think that all the Tamans use the R3 centre? There should be representation of all of the 3 
Tamans, but you can’t always count on people. 
3. How were you introduced to the project? Ismael invited me because he new me. I am the only one 
represented at the 3R centre from my tamata. 
4. How is the best way to spread awareness? I talk mouth to mouth. Others they don't have time fore free 
job, and therefore no one wants to support with energy. 
5. How is the awareness level in you rTaman? The residents know. I tell them, I give them advertisement 
knowledge and dates where the 3R centre is open. I go door by door to give campaigns and for meetings. 
6. How many meetings for the residents have been organized since the start of the project? Two meetings 
for the residence. Other people from town do not come. There has been no meeting in my Taman. 
7. Why do you volunteer in this project? I like do free work. 
8. Why do you think this job is important? It is interesting for me, I like to do free work . I like to join 
people. I like to tell people what I know and to learn from others. So I have a lot of friends. 
9. What have you learned from the project? I have learned to organize campaigns and meetings, organize 
promotion of the 3R centre. 
10. What do you think would get more people to get involved?  People are more open this year compared 
to last year, because more awareness and then more participation. There has been a increase in 
participation. But if we should get more people to participate, more regular information. 
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11. How do you get to any solutions, when you have to make some decisions in the group. We discuss and 
then come to a consensus about the solution.  
12.Who is deciding about the campaigns? Ismael and I join at a meeting with Madam Cheam and we talk 
about the campaigns. 
13. Who is doing the reporting? It is Chen from Danida and she also is present at all the meetings. 
14. Could you describe who the awareness talk were organized? All of the 3 residences were invited. 
Around a 100 showed up. It was hosted here at the 3R centre. The residents got the opportunity to 
discuss the project, and they agreed to open the 3R centre here. 
15. Where there any concerns about the project? The majority did say okay and they voted on it. There 
were some who were afraid of the smell. 
16. What is the best way to get people to recycle? Door to door is the best way. They know, but they for 
granted, so I must go from door to door and explain them why.  
17. What could have been done better or differently? There should have been done more programs 
activities involving the children.  
18. Who is doing the monitoring and evaluation? Chen from Danida. 
 
Kommentarer til interview 
Før projektet startede, har der allerede været en organisering af Tamanerne, og der har været initiativ 
personer, som man har kunnet tage fat i og man har kunnet trække på den lokale KRT gruppe. Men hvis 
samfund ikke er organiseret på forhånd, ville det være svært at få sådan et projekt op at køre. 
Hendes personlige motivation for at deltage i projektet er ikke så meget i forhold til et fælles ansvar over 
for at bevare vores klode, men fordi hun får en masse igen ved at gøre dette arbejde. 
 
Oplevelse 
Det kontrastfulde i hele denne problemstilling og det at der mangler viden men også at der ikke bliver sat 
spørgsmålstegn ved gamle vaner, med mindre de bliver konfronteret ude fra oplevede vi tydeligt søndag 
formiddag, da man lige uden for 3R centret begynder at brænde græs af. Vi konfronterer en af 3R 
medlemmerne med det” They don´t know about composting. Noone has told them about it. Dette kunne 
tyde på, at der ikke er en kapacitet i det lille lokalsamfund til at reflekterer yderligere over skrald generelt, 
hvad der kunne gøres anderledes. 
 
Interview with Shaiful Bahri (Kemas District Officer). Ministry of Rural Development. 
Spontaneous interview. Met him at a restaurant when out with the family. 
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The aboriginal community stay stuck in the same habits. “Not an easy job to make them change”. Gov. 
Provides seminars to educate them, for free. Try to introduce knowledge through what they like to do e.g. 
singing. The scavengers have strong immune systems. Village leader has a lot of power. Chinese and 
Indians mix with orang asli but not Malays. Also cites attitude as the reason for not changing behaviour. 
Orang asli get school and university for free, uniforms, food, and healthcare – more so than Malays. 
Kemas = Department of Original Peoples. Also cites culture as a culprit – throwing away waste where they 
like. Don’t feel responsible. “The government gives a lot of opportunities to them. “In this Pekan 
district...we have got the scheme to help poor people”. 2015 target to get all people above RM 450 per 
month. “We show them how to improve themselves and their families...and they can’t make a change... 
They are happy...live with that situation... Everything we give to them but they go back to their attitude , 
their culture... They don’t think think to improve themselves.... to compete with other people”. Give them 
money if they want to pursue business opportunities. People do not die in Malaysia due to hunger, may 
die due to diabetes. 
 
16.11.09 
Interview med genbrugsmand Teh Kok Siong (arbejder med hans søn og sin far) 
1. For how long have you been working with recycling? 20 years. 
2. How has it developed? There has been a increase year for year. 
3. What is the reason for this increase? The development and the increase of people 
4. Why do you think people do not recycle? They are lazy, for convenience and because of the low price. I 
do not believe that it has anything to do with education. It is culture. Humans are humans. There is no 
difference between Chinese, Malay people or Indians. 
5. Do you recycle at home? Yes and my children recycle. For me trash is money, and my primary means of 
income. 
6. What is the outcome of the Danida project? More income to me and a green earth. 
  
Interview med to kvinder på lossepladsen. 
Kvinde 20 år 
1. Why are you here at the land field: I collect things and look for recycle. 
2. How much do you earn: It depends on how lucky you are, but around 20 RM pr. Day. 
3. Do you have other jobs: No 
4. Where do you come from: A near by village. 
5. Do you get financial help from the government: No 
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6. Do you know that the work here at the land field could influence on your health: Yes, but I need the 
money. 
7. Is this the only possibilities you have for making an income? I also collect herbs here at the land field, 
and sell them. 
8. What tribe are you from: Orang asli, jaquen. 
9. Have you been to school: yes for 3 years until I was 9 years old. 
10. Why did you leave school: I had to support my family. All of the people here are related. 
Kvinde, mor 60 år gammel 
1.Why do you work here: the government does not give us an alternative (før samlede de blade til at rulle 
cigaretter på statsejet jord). Then the government decided to develop the area, and planed construction, 
so the development in the area pushed us of the land, and we lost our source of income. So this is our last 
opportunity for making an income. 
2. Has the government funded your housing: No we haven’t received any money from the government. 
The government priorities, and only some of the families in the village becomes aid. Every year a new 
family get support. 
3. What about the child, who is working on the land field: He is 16 years old and he doesn’t go to school. 
We consider him as mentally retarded, or mentally dead, and there for we don’t send him to school. He is 
mentally slow, he can’t speak well.  
(vores opfattelse var dog en helt anden, at drengen lignede en helt normal dreng måske omkring de 12 år. 
Men vi tror ikke at kvinden sagde sandheden, da hun var bange for konsekvenserne af at have et barn 
arbejdende på lossepladsen. Vores tolk var af same opfattelse.) 
4. For how long have you worked in the land field: Fore 7-8 years. 
5. Have you experienced any health problems during that time: I have high blood pressure. I have gastric 
problem. I have mental problems meaning stress. I am on medication. 
6. What about the others: They are too young to notice if they have some symptoms.  
7. What about the young once, do they go to school: No they don’t. They got out of school when they 
finished 4-5 class. They are not interested in school, but some from our tribe get an education and get 
good jobs. But some are also lazy. 
8. Has the children/young once chosen this way of living of them selves: There is no choice for them right 
now because of the development. 
9. Have you been to school: I didn’t go to school. When I was 18 I went to adult classes, where I learned to 
write my name and read simple sentences. So I can’t read any long or difficult words. 
10. How do you feel the contact to the rest of society is: We don’t want to isolate our selves from society 
but we feel that other people exclude us. We are willing to join but society does not accept us, there is a 
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gab. But the government is interested in us when it comes to voting. They arrange busses for day trips to 
town for us, and arrange activities only to get our votes. Because we give a 100% of the voters. 
11.    Do you feel that the prime minister helps you. He will send supply, rice, food, money, gifts.  
12. How often does he do that: It depends on the Orang Asli department. You can get support 2 times a 
year depending if you fulfil the criteria. 
13. Do you think, that you can go to the government and complain: When I get sick, the doctor is for free.  
14. Do you have anything else you want to tell us? I wish the government will help us. 
15. If the government was to give you something, what would that be: Land title. 
16. For how long has the boy been working here: 4 years. His mother is a housewife and his has 9 siblings. 
17. How many children do you have. I have 7 but one died. 
18. In general how many children does a family have: around 14 
Kommentarer til interviewet 
Generelt er deres betingelser anderledes end folkene i Taman Permata. En normal familie har typisk 3-4 
børn, hvor alle har en uddannelse, de har et lille stykke land og et hus og et arbejde. Og alle børnene går i 
skole.  
Reflektioner 
Konsekvens af bistandsstruktur 
Danida giver et udkast til et genbrugsprojekt, men nogle specifikke krav. En af de præmisser er, at man 
kan skrive og læse, og at man har ressource personer, der er motiveret for at stå til ansvar for projektet. 
Allerede her i denne bistandsstruktur, bliver de marginaliserede udelukket og bliver på den måde mere 
marginaliserede, og det ironiske er at man med disse community initiativer, selvom de gør noget godt, har 
nogle konsekvenser for denne befolkningsgruppe, da de lever af skralden, som på nuværende tidspunkt er 
deres eneste mulighed for indtjening.  
 
Det er meget tydeligt, at projektet i Pekan er bygget op omkring mere eller mindre tætte relationer på 
tværs af arbejdsrelationer, private venner og naboer. Og det er inden for dette net at projektet er 
kommet til verden og det er inden for dette net at projektet specielt har en effekt. Man skal ikke ret langt 
uden for netværket inden arrangementet og tilslutningen ikke er så stor, hvilket ses tydeligt i interviewet 
med manden fra en af de inkluderede Tamaner. 
 
22.11.09 
Reflektioner 
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Der eksisterer to vidt forskellige samfundstyper i Malaysia, som er organiseret på forskellig vis og derfor 
også fungerer helt forskelligt. 
Pekan – landsby på landet 
Samfundet fungerer i forhold til netværk mellem beboerne, i beboelsesområderne, hvor man er afhængig 
af ens naboer og der samarbejdes derfor meget inden for Tamanen. Alle folk hjælper hinanden.  F.eks. til 
vores afskeds barbecue kom alle nabokvinderne, for at hjælpe med forberedelserne af maden. Der er 
således megen kontakt og fællesskab, hvor man fungerer mere i et kollektiv end på individ niveau, og 
bidrager til at det lille samfund fungerer. Dette bliver vi f.eks bekræftet i, når Ismael deltager i de nattelige 
patruljeringer af området, hvor han fungerer som politiets forlængede arm, alt sammen i en fælles 
interesse for hans lille lokalsamfund fungerer bedst muligt. Hvilket også  kommer til udtryk i den måde 
som projektet er kommet op at kører, hvem der deltager. Der er en umiddelbar tendens til at folk inden 
for Ismaels netværk er mest aktive. 
 
Petaling Jaya 
Modsætningen til denne struktur på landet finder vi i en helt anden samfundsorganisering når vi bevæger 
os ind mod KL. Det er tydeligt at se ud fra den måde projektet i Petaling Jaya er organiseret, at dette 
samfund er mere individ præget, hvor man ikke er afhængig af ens nabos hjælp. Dette ses især blandt de 
mere velhavende kvarterer. De har ikke brug for et netværk af naboer til at hjælpe dem.  Der har de en 
maid eller de betaler sig f.eks. fra sikkerheden, frem for at det er en fælles opgave og interesse i 
nabolaget.  Dette betyder også at i dette projekt er det ikke et netværk af naboer der er gået sammen om 
at gøre deres samfund bedre, men det er en NGO som står bag initiativet, hvor folk samles om en fælles 
interesse i miljø generelt frem for nabolagets ve og vel.  I det hele taget forekommer det ikke som om, at 
der er en særlig stor kontakt mellem naboerne.  Og man er blevet gjort opmærksom på projektet gennem 
medierne, og ikke gennem ens netværk.  Det begrænsede sammenhold i nabolaget  er tydelig i udtalelser 
fra deltagere i projektet, da en af de positive ting ved projektet er at naboerne kommer hinanden ved, og 
at man får nye venner. 
 
Med denne analyse in mente har det også betydning for hvordan man skal ligge en 
kommunikationsstrategi for at involvere flest mulige. Hvor man enten skal tænke i netværk og 
interpersonel kommunikation eller medier og medieret kommunikation. 
Et andet område hvor det er tydeligt at der er en forskel er, at budskabet er ikke nødvendigvis det samme. 
For de fattige og for middelklassen er det mere pengene som er motivationsfaktor, hvor selve 
bevidstheden i sig selv ikke er nok til at provokere en adfærdsænring, hvor det i højere grad blandt de 
rigere klasser har med denne miljøbevidsthed at gøre, da man i dette projekt ikke får nogen økonomisk 
gevinst ud af det. 
 
Autoritet 
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Vi har spurgt forskellige folk i Pekan om de har følt sig inkluderet i projektet. Og det har nogle gange 
forekommet som et svært spørgsmål at svare på og vi har ikke rigtig fået nogle tydelige udtalelser på 
dette. En grund hertil kunne være at befolkningen generelt er mest styret oppe fra og der er en vis 
respekt for autoriteter. Derfor sætter de ikke nødvendigvis spørgsmålstegn ved denne struktur. Her kan 
man spørge sig selv om en participatory approach er bæredygtig med denne buttom up bevægelse, blot 
fordi vores værdier  og mindset er gearet til dette og det giver mening for os, gør det ikke nødvendigvis 
for andre. Der er til en vis udstrækning en participatory approach i selve opbygningen og designet af 
projektet, men man skal overveje hvorfra og hvem der kommunikerer information til befolkningen, da 
autoriteter stadig har en stor betydning, hvilket får folk til at handle, her tænker jeg specielt på det 
religiøse aspekt, lærer og de lokale myndigheder. 
 
Fiskerbyen 
Som personen i interviewet fortalt, er der nogle gange hvor Alam flora ikke kommer til tiden efter skrald 
og der er rotter og hunde, som spreder skralden og ydermere at der ikke er nok containere. Dette 
signalerer at hverken myndighederne, eller de som ellers skulle tage sig af problemet, tager skrald seriøst, 
så hvorfor skulle befolkningen gøre det? 
 
Kampagne 
Måske ville kampagnerne give mere gennemslag, hvis budskaberne var af fællesskabs karakter, et eller 
andet med at forbedre dit boligområde og gør det pænt og rent for børnene. Et eller andet der appellerer 
det det fælles ansvar og ikke så meget kun til folks egen interesse. 
 
 
 
 
